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Abstract 
 
A long-standing issue in politics and administration is how politicians and bureaucrats 
perceive themselves in their roles and relationships with their counterpart in the process of 
governance and development and which factors affect or configure the orientation or 
perception of the politicians and bureaucrats regarding politics-bureaucracy relationship in 
the political system. Like many other developed and developing countries, bureaucracy is the 
post-colonial reality of governance in Bangladesh. The elected politicians and non-elected 
official bureaucrats are the integral part of the administration in both the central and local 
government in Bangladesh. Probably the most elemental and theoretical debatable issue here 
is that - what will be the apt relationship between politicians and bureaucrats? And what are 
the relational effects on local governance and development? 
 
Thus, this inquiry empirically investigates the views and perceptions of the elected politicians 
and official bureaucrats to politics-bureaucracy relations and its effects on governance and 
development of Bangladesh in the context of local governance and development following 
the survey and case study methods. This study endeavored to undertake a theory based 
empirical research to figure out the theoretical paradigmatic perspectives from the existing 
literature on politics-bureaucracy relationship and an attempt has been made to identify 
―dichotomy‖ and ―mutuality‖ as the major two models of the theoretical perspective by 
discussing the key variations and effectual deficiencies among the existing models, providing 
the argument that existing theoretical models are not identical and their characteristics are 
overlapping with either dichotomy or mutuality. Consequently, it also wanted to propose a 
logical modification of the existing relationship models by explaining some underpinning 
variables which underpin the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats in the process 
of governance.  
 
This study tried to develop a prospective third model of politics-bureaucracy relations 
focusing the light on symbiotic relationship between politicians and bureaucrats that is argued 
in this thesis as an interface between dichotomous and mutual relation, and an essential 
precondition or rational choice model of politics-bureaucracy relations for proper local 
governance and development as the theoretical construct. The empirical data and observation 
reveals that the theoretical models that already been discussed in the theoretical and 
x 
 
conceptual framework cannot be found exactly in the context of politics-bureaucracy 
relations at the local government of Bangladesh. According to the perceptions of respondents 
and the empirical data, the relation is neither normatively dichotomous with political 
neutrality nor abundantly cohesive or mutual-interactive. However, some conditions of both 
dichotomy and mutuality are present in the relationship of local elected politicians and 
bureaucrats. In spite of that, empirical data reveals that the relation between local elected 
politicians and bureaucrats is conflicting and it is influenced by many components. The role 
perceptions and the patterns of relationships varies with the degree of social characteristics, 
alignment of interests, role perceptions, self-image and mutual interaction between local 
elected politicians and the official bureaucrats, which ultimately influence the level of local 
governance and development. The colonial and semi-colonial legacy, dominant attitude of the 
politicians and bureaucrats, politicization, distinctive self-image and mutual interaction are 
highly associated to the conflictual relationship.  
 
Moreover, the increased fusion of the political and administrative roles of the bureaucracy 
has complicated the perceptions of the bureaucracy in Bangladesh. The results of the 
empirical observation and statistical analysis demonstrate that the relational perceptions of 
politicians and bureaucrats are almost opposite and bureaucrats trend to dominate local 
governance and development by marginalizing the local elected politicians and thus conflict 
occurred between them which ultimately affect local governance and development 
significantly. In this milieu, this research propose the symbiotic model of relation that would 
be the rational choice for proper governance and development as the necessary conditions of 
symbiotic model are existing in the perspective of politics-bureaucracy relations at the local 
government in Bangladesh.  
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Chapter – 1: Introduction 
 
 
1.1 Background of the Study 
 
The modern government runs by the two actors; elected politicians and appointed 
professional bureaucrats with an uneasy partnership. This uneasy partnership sometimes 
creates inevitable tensions and problematic relationship between them which is perhaps the 
distinctive puzzle of contemporary modern state (Aberbach et al., 1981). Thus, the study of 
politics-bureaucracy relation
1
 (both in the national and local government) is an essential and 
core theme of any study of politics and administration as Waldo (1987:91) said ―nothing is 
more central in thinking about public administration than the nature and interrelations of 
politics and administration‖. The nature of this relationship and the appropriate role of 
political leaders and administrators in the political and administrative process has been the 
subject of considerable debate throughout the history. Therefore, the cross-fertilization of 
knowledge on politics-bureaucracy relations and proliferation of ideas for striking a balance 
between them has been going on for centuries (Wilson, 1887; Farazmand, 2010; Salleh, 
1992). The relationship between these two actors remains a central problem for responsive 
governance. This debate ―expands and contracts, rises and falls, but never seems to go away‖ 
(Svara, 2006:121). In recent decades, the growing crisis in governance and the changes in the 
global context have tended to redefine the roles and relationships between politicians and 
bureaucrats in the process of policy, governance and development.
2
 The relationship between 
politicians and bureaucrats effectively determines the nature of governance of the 
government and the overall development of a country. Since, by using the aura of legitimacy 
(which comes either from the people or from the legislature or by the legal structure of the 
organization) the administrative structure of the government of a polity in both the central 
                                                          
1
 Throughout the present research the terms ‗politics-bureaucracy relation‘ and ‗politics-administration relation‘ 
will be used interchangeably, although classical and most of the other literatures explain this notion as ‗politics-
administration relations‘. This research intends to explain the term ‗politics-bureaucracy relations‘. It seems that 
these two terms can be used synonymously as they are in common parlance. 
 
2The world is now passing the time of ‗reinvention and globalization‘. The government functions are more 
complex than even before. Most of the governments are passing a very hectic and challenging time for ensuring 
good governance and sustainable development, adopting new doctrines and public service mechanisms by 
pressure from international organizations or for the credibility for their governance. This global trend is 
reshaping the new structure of politics and bureaucracy. 
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and local level is consisted of two actors mainly; the politicians and the bureaucrats, although 
the political process is subject to influence and manipulation by a variety of individuals and 
institutions. Nevertheless, these two sets of actors play major role in the process of 
governance and development. It may even be argued that since the ancient time to present 
globalized age, they are the heart of the governance and development (Farazmand, 2009). 
These two actors are always inseparable and indispensable to each other. In order to establish 
successful democratic governance in true sense, a balance and effective symbiotic 
relationship between politicians and bureaucrats is crucial. As the relationship between 
politicians and bureaucrats has always been a central issue of governance. So, the degree of 
success or failure in governing process depends on the relation between politicians and 
bureaucrats. A good relationship between them strengthens the legitimacy of the governance, 
while a bad or conflictual relationship tends to undermine the legitimacy of the governance 
particularly and the government as a whole (Farazmand, 1997). 
 
However, most of the literatures on this issue are extremely theoretical in nature. There is 
also infrequently discussed through empirical inquiry and numerous researches have explored 
the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats. But scholars have begun to reveal the 
ways by following a particular theoretical paradigm of politics-bureaucracy relationship. 
Therefore, this study will not follow a particular theoretical paradigm. Rather, this study 
intent to identify the existing major theoretical paradigms on politics-bureaucracy 
relationship and to explore the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats in the context 
of local government of Bangladesh in light of the existing paradigms. It desires to use the 
insights from various theoretical approaches to politics-bureaucracy relations along with neo-
institutional and rational choice theory, to test the existing paradigms and to pigeonhole the 
Bangladesh case. This research will draw the line on the basis of both theoretically and 
empirically. Eventually, the conceptual and empirical knowledge of this research could be 
tested and applied in the context of other developing countries in future. 
 
1.2 Statement of the Problem 
 
The relationship between politicians and bureaucrats is a classical problem of governance and 
administration, and it is a key question in political science and public administration that how 
are they related to each other (Svara, 2006a). While there is no doubt that bureaucratic 
predominance is perhaps the outstanding feature of modern society as Weber noted that ―the 
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future belongs to bureaucratization‖3 but the discussion on politics-bureaucracy relations in 
the governing process is not a new phenomenon in the context of developed and developing 
countries. As the tensions between politicians and bureaucrats are inevitable and long 
standing in the history of politics and administration (Aberbach, et al., 1981). We see a 
longitudinal journey to find out a way – how could be minimized this tension? How could be 
these two actors responsive to each other to create effective and stable governance? This 
journey is still unfinished. Since the days of Wilson and Weber the thesis of the politics-
bureaucracy relations gained a heightened attention to the scholars of political science, public 
administration and sociology all over the world (Jacobsen, 2006; Yesilkagit & Thiel, 2008; 
Farazmand, 2010). Although it‘s a long debated issue for centuries but the contemporary 
debate on the issue expanded prolific scholarship since after World War II, when attention 
has been accorded the phenomenon of political development explaining the role of 
bureaucracy in policy, governance and developmental process (LaPalombara, 1963; Riggs, 
1963).  
 
In the last three decades, many of the developed and monolithic government bureaucracies 
have been subject to processes of horizontal and vertical specialization. As a result, public 
tasks were shifted from the central government to many autonomous and local bodies (Jann 
and Dohler 2007; Whettenhal and Thynne 2010; Radaelli 2008; James, 2003). Thus, local 
government is functioning pervasively all over the world and bureaucracy is also working in 
the local level governance along with the elected local politicians. But the experience of 
many developing countries provides ample evidence that they are suffering from a 
breakdown in local and national bureaucracy (Alavi, 1972; Bhattacharya, 1979; Ahmed, 
1980; Huque, 1988). Hence, one of the imperative problems confronting the modern state is 
to find out a way to strike a balance and symbiosis between the politicians and the 
bureaucrats; the two competing elites in the policy making, its implementation and overall 
governing process (Mitra, 2010; Aberbach et al., 1981; Svara, 1999; Ahmed, 2009).  
 
Bangladesh is not an exception of that. As a post-colonial structure of government, 
bureaucracy is an essential and integral part of the administration in Bangladesh. In many 
respect, bureaucrats are found to play more dominant role than the elected politicians in the 
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 Max Weber writes this in a summation of his most impressive political essay ‗Parlament und Regierung in 
neugeordneten Deutschland‘. For more explanation, See also, Scaff, L. C. (1973). Max Weber‘s Politics and 
Political Education.American Political Science Review, 67 (1): 128-141.  
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administration, especially in the development policy making and governance process. And 
the relationship between them is not abundantly cohesive. Obviously, this is the general 
observation in regarding the central administration of Bangladesh.
4
 But does it exist in the 
local government and administration in Bangladesh? This study aims to address this major 
problem and to find out the answer of the following questions with an empirical perspective 
of local government, especially in the case of Upazila Parishad (UZP) as a significant tier of 
the local government in Bangladesh. 
 
1.3 Research Questions 
 
This research predominantly investigates the working relationships between the local elected 
politicians and appointed professional bureaucrats in the local government of Bangladesh. It 
explores the following questions: How do the local elected politicians and appointed official 
bureaucrats differ from each other? What factors determine the relationships between the 
local elected politicians and the appointed official local bureaucrats? How do they perceive 
each other? Who dominates the local policy structure and of governance? What are their 
dominant values? How are they related to each other? Is there any conflict between the two 
actors? What are the patters of conflict? How does the local development activities and 
governing process affect by the conflict? And do the local politicians‘ and bureaucrats‘ 
perceptions of and practices around the politics-bureaucracy relationship model differ from 
contemporary theoretical discourse?  
 
1.4 Objectives of the Study 
 
This study aims to provide an in-depth empirical analysis of the current status of governing 
process and development in the present UZP in Bangladesh by discussing the relationships 
between local elected politicians and appointed official bureaucrats. In doing so, its focus is 
mainly on the local level government: more predominantly attention will be drawn on the 
                                                          
4
 Present Bangladesh lies in the north eastern part of South Asia between 20° 34ʺ and 26° 38ʺ north latitude and 
88° 01ʺ and 92° 41ʺ east longitude. The total area of the country is about 144,000 square kilometers. 
Administratively, the country is divided into 7 Divisions, These Divisions are divided into 64 Districts, Districts 
are divided into 489 Upazilas, and Upazilas are divided into 5400 Unions and Unions are divided into more than 
68000 Villages. Once upon a time this Bangladesh was a part of British India named Bengal. It was a part of 
Pakistan when Pakistan emerged as an independent state in 1947, and then Bangladesh was known as East 
Pakistan. Since 1955 to before its independence in 1971, it was named East Bengal, and after independence, it is 
named Bangladesh. 
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selected UZP. This inquiry will also cover the colonial, Pakistan and Bangladesh period of 
politics-bureaucracy relations in the governance and developmental process. More 
particularly, the specific objectives of the study are:  
 
 To Identify the variables which underpin the relationship between politicians and 
bureaucrats; 
 To identify the dominant actor in the structure of governance and factors of 
domination; 
 To identify the prototype of politics-bureaucracy relations in local government and 
how this relationship affect the governance and development;  and 
 To test the existing theoretical perspectives in the context of Bangladesh and 
Innovation a new approach to the study of politics-bureaucracy relations.     
 
1.5 Review of Literature: Approaching the Problem in the State of the Art 
 
This section will provide an analysis of a review of relevant existing literatures on politics-
bureaucracy relations. A review of relevant literature on different aspects of the research will 
provide a succinct summary of the century long scholarly debates on politics-bureaucracy 
relations, and also further justification of the study and lend a land to construct the theoretical 
framework for conducting the study. This implies that there is a need to delineate the most 
relevant literature according to the research problem. It is notable that, a plenty of literature 
can be found in the context of politics-bureaucracy relations as we have already witnessed in 
the analysis that politics-bureaucracy relations has a debatable long standing history. If we 
want to incorporate all relevant literatures here, then it would be require a very lengthy 
bibliographic essay. Rather we will incorporate two kinds of literature for review in this 
inquiry. One is theoretically stimulating literatures on politics-bureaucracy relations and the 
other one is scholarly individual researches on the related issue which have been published in 
the scholarly journals and books as a part of the comparative analytical perspective. 
Consequently, the relevant literatures will be divided into four sections – accordance with the 
approach of classical, neo-classical, new public management, and emerging trend of politics-
bureaucracy relations. 
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1.5.1 The Classical Outlook 
Theoretically, politicians and bureaucrats are the servants of the entire nation.
5
 Politicians are 
transitory and bureaucrats are undying forces to serve the people of the nation state. 
However, in real sense, ultimately they hold the decision power to allocation of values and 
resources in the society. From the very beginning of the political process, it is a major 
question what criteria should lead a society to allocate decision power to politicians or 
bureaucrats on different policy tasks? In general, policies are chosen and implemented by 
both elected representatives (politicians) and non-elected bureaucrats. The basic perception is 
that politician‘s choose or approaches the policies and bureaucrats overly execute them. On 
the basis of this philosophy of separation, the first classical discussion on politics-
bureaucracy relations is originated. It was mostly known as ‗politics-administration 
dichotomy‘ approach. This dichotomy model proposes a clear distinction between politics 
and administration. According to this approach, politics-bureaucracy relation is characterized 
by the principles of separate duties, based on trust. Politicians will approach the policy and 
bureaucrats will provide non-biased information and bureaucrats should respect the principle 
of political neutrality based on expertise, laws and ordinances. This approach or argument is 
to consider absolute control of bureaucracy by the elected politicians in representative 
democracy, where policy decisions are supposed to be made by the elected politicians and 
bureaucrats would simple implement the policy. The advocates of this approach are 
Woodrow Wilson, Max Weber, Goodnow, White, Willoughby, Finer, Mosher and many 
more. Most of the proponents of this approach are found in the discipline of political science 
(Farazmand, 1997). Aberbach and Rockman (1993:5) note that ―analysis by political 
scientists effectively brought into question the conceptual and practical reality of the 
politics/administration dichotomy‖.  
 
To provide any theoretical argumental discussion on politics-bureaucracy relations, we must 
go through the piece of Woodrow Wilson first, who had initiated formal discussion on 
politics-bureaucracy relation in the nineteenth century. Wilson‘s article (1887) ―The Study of 
Administration‖ was the first classical literature where he attempted to build a theoretical 
foundation to conceptualization on politics-administration relationship. Although it was not 
cited for many years after publication, but it was an exemplar of a stream of reformist 
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 Politicians and bureaucrats are the servants of the nation in that sense - as both of them are intended to serve 
the nation from their own and respective perspectives‘. 
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thinking about government in the late nineteenth century and also consider as the founding 
theory of public administration (Raadschelders, 2002; Van Riper, 1983). On the other hand, 
Rosser (2010) claimed that Wilsonian thinking of public administration and politics-
administration was determined by German sources. He argued that ―the organic theories of 
Bluntschli and Stein informed Wilson‘s ideas about the proper relationship between the 
political and administrative aspects of government‖ (Rosser, 2010:553). However, in that 
essay Wilson apprehended that- ―the idea of the state is the conscience of administration—
this is why there should be a science of administration which shall seek to straighten the paths 
of government—that administration should be separated from politics and policy concerns‖ 
(Wilson, 1887: 201). Wilson‘s work provided a pin diet to those who concerned with 
analyzing the relationships between politicians and bureaucrats. At the core of the Wilsonian 
theory lays the argument that politics and administration (bureaucracy) belong to two 
different worlds, with one performing functions different from the other (Ahmed, 2009). His 
dictum was clear. In his own words:  
 
The field of administration is a field of business. It is removed from the hurry and strife of politics. 
Administration lies outside the proper sphere of politics. Administrative questions are not political questions. 
Although politics sets the tasks for administration, it should not be suffered to manipulate its offices…This 
discrimination between administration and politics is now happily, too obvious to need further discussion 
(Wilson, 1887; 209-211). 
 
According to this classical view, the necessity to maintain political control by politicians over 
the bureaucracy and bureaucrats is indisputable for the non-elected career bureaucrats, if not 
controlled, they may pose a threat to political authority or democracy (Farazmand, 1997). 
This approach tends to promote a separation of politics from administration, leading to a 
dichotomous relationship between politicians and bureaucrats, the first being policy-makers 
and the second being policy implementers.  To quote Wilson again in this regard, ―the policy 
of government will have no trail of officialdom about it. It will not be the creation of 
permanent officials but of statesmen whose responsibility to public opinion will be direct and 
inevitable‖ (Wilson, 1887).  
 
In twentieth century, the Wilsonian ideas were popularized by Frank J. Goodnow who was 
the first president of the American Political Science Association. In his book Politics and 
Administration (1900), Goodnow argued that there are two basic functions of government; 
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the expression of popular will and the execution of that will. The function of politics is to 
express the state‘s will with policies while the function of bureaucracy is to execute the 
state‘s will by execution of these policies (Goodnow, 1900: 9-13). Goodnow argued that 
certain aspects of administration are hampered by politics and should have been shielded 
from it. He also argued that- ―political control over administrative functions is liable....to 
produces inefficient administration in that it makes administrative officers feel that what is 
demanded of them is not so much work that will improve their own department, as 
compliance with the behests of the political party‖ (Goodnow, 1900:83).  
 
This Wilson-Goodnow theory of politics-administration dichotomy got special intellectual 
fervor in the 1920s-1930s after being publication of two other literatures of public 
administration by White (1926) and Willoughby (1927) respectively and thus developed an 
orthodox model of politics-bureaucracy relationship aiming ‗political ends and administrative 
means‘. The classical literature on bureaucracy does not ignore the problem but gives it 
attention. Long (1949) wrote about the role of power within bureaucracy. Max Weber, the 
father of the modern bureaucracy has also supported the view of dichotomous or separate 
approach which was initiated by Woodrow Wilson. Weber (1947) has advocated for a neutral 
and competent bureaucracy with a clear distinction between politics and administration. He 
also himself was ambivalent about the role of bureaucracy and expressed concern about the 
danger of ‗over towering‘ bureaucracy in society (Weber, 1946). In ‗Politik als Beruf‘ Weber 
draws a sharp line between politicians and bureaucrats. 
 
According to his proper vocation, the genuine civil servant...should not engage in politics, but administer, above 
all impartially.... Hence, he shall precisely not do what the politician, the leader as well as his following, must 
always and necessarily do, namely, fight. For partisanship, fight, passions are stadium are the politician‘s 
element‖ (Weber, 1919/1968: 27-28: quoted from Overeem, 2005: 317).  
 
Weber desired efficient, impartial and developed bureaucracy by controlled political 
leadership. He advised politicians to ―resist any effort on the part of the bureaucrats to gain 
control‖ and warned that a nation ―which believes that the conduct of the state affairs is a 
matter of ‗administration‘ and that ‗politics‘ is nothing but the part-time occupation of 
amateurs or a secondary tusk of bureaucrats might as well forget about playing a role in 
world affairs‖ (cited in Heady, 2001). So it can be said that whether attempts were made to 
take politics out of administration in the classical thinking, the main aim was always to render 
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administration impartial and outsider of political controversy. Stillman (1973:586) noted that 
Wilsonion apprehension was restoring more qualities to government insuring trustworthiness 
and efficiency keeping out the corrupting and politicizing influence of party organizations in 
the administrative affairs. He also supposed that Wilson raised a problem, yet failed to reach 
a clear-cut conclusion about the problem. Wilson‘s essay thus vacillates between the two 
poles of thought regarding the separability and inseparability of administration from politics 
providing an ample ground of argument to the next generation scholars. This classical 
outlook dominated the field of politics and administration up to 1940s and provided 
intellectual favor for scientific management and principles of administrative movements.
6
 
 
1.5.2 The New-classical and NPA Thinking 
 
The wilsonian classic politics-bureaucracy dichotomous approach did not last long. The web 
was clear in the later part of 1930s that politics and administration could never be separated 
in any remotely fashion. This idea was initiated by Fritz Morstein Marx in his book Elements 
of Public administration (Henry, 1975:380). Afterward Marx (1957) has viewed the policy 
with the lens of political rationality and administrative rationality. Since the 1940s this 
approach has been attracted, rejected and seemingly destroyed (Svara, 1985:221). Therefore, 
after the Second World War and the Era of Administrative Movement, this classical politics-
bureaucracy dichotomy approach came under severe challenge and criticized by the many 
contemporary researchers and practitioners (Waldo, 1948, 1984, 1987; Appleby, 1949; 
Martin, 1952; Simon, 1957). Consequently, the classical view of politics-administration 
dichotomy was rejected by the criticizers and they emphasized on bureaucratic involvement 
in governance and in the policy making role instead of dichotomy and control, especially 
under the New Public Administration (NPA) doctrine. The criticizers of classical approach 
also wanted to say that dichotomy model was not a direct innovational idea by founders 
(Wilson, Goodnow) but it is likely a transformation into the dichotomy by the writers of 
scientific management in the twenties and thirties. They also tried to bestow an argument that 
Wilsonian idea did not directly correspond to dichotomy (Rabin and Bowman, 1984; Svara, 
1998, 1999). Somewhat it is diverged from earlier approach that was initiated by Wilson and 
Goodnow (Waldo, 1948; Appleby, 1949; Rabin and Bowman, 1984; Van Riper, 1984; 
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 Scientific management and principles of administration is another theoretical paradigm in public 
administration but that paradigmatic perspective is not directly related to this research. 
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Caiden, 1984; Svara, 1998, 1999, 2001). Among the criticizers of classical approach Waldo 
was one of them and he was to some extent moderate. Although Svara (2008:46) claimed that 
Waldo was not a confirmed or clear-cut critic of dichotomy and classical approach. He did 
not reject the classical model directly. Rather he used a jargon of linguistic terms and citation 
from many writers to explain the relationship between politics and administration in his book 
The Administrative State (1948). Cited by Friedrich, Waldo (1948:122) argued that ―politics 
and administration are not two mutually exclusive boxes, but two closely linked aspects of 
the same processes‖. He also supposed that politics and administration were differentiated by 
Wilson not in terms of principle, but in terms of division of labor and specialization. Also 
cited by Luther Gulick, Waldo (1948:124) said that- 
 
The reason for separating politics from administration is not that their combination is a violation of a principle 
of government. The reason for insisting that the elected legislative and executive officials shall not interfere with 
the details of administration, and that the rank and file of the permanent administrators shall be permanent and 
skilled and shall not meddle with politics, is that this division of work makes use of specialization and appears 
to give better results than a system where such a differentiation does not exist.    
 
But eventually Waldo disagreed with the idea of separation by saying that ―classical Wilson-
Goodnow theories are inadequate, because they emphasize separation, whereas in fact 
politics and administration are very intimately related. Since, we cannot administration out of 
politics, we should give attention to the interrelations of the two and that would be more 
realistic concept‖ (Waldo 1948:125). Simon (1957) also has supported the same view of joint 
venture of policy making by politicians and bureaucrats along with distinctive contributions 
where politicians find their principal justification as a procedure for the validation of value 
judgments. Martin (1952) held that on the basis of the philosophy of the classical approach a 
mechanistic concept of public administration was provided by the scientific management and 
resulting the administration separated severely from legislative body. Therefore, Paul 
Appleby, who made the first extensive criticism and systematic attack on the classical politic-
bureaucracy dichotomy model in his book Policy and Administration (1949) and argued that 
public administration is policymaking – ―policy and administration are treated together at 
every level‖ (1949:22). In his view, it is impossible to draw a meaningful institutional 
distinction between politics or policy and administration (cited from Overeem, 2005).  
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According to Appleby (1949:14) ―in the field of government every kind and conception of 
value weighs on the political scale, and only political processes produce a reading. Public 
Administration must contribute to the weighing, and to do that means to function politically‖. 
He also said that the participation of bureaucracy in policy making is normatively valid. 
Appleby‘s this view was supported by many new thinkers in the later part and they were 
more interested to consider that keeping politics and administration apart is undesirable and 
the policy making and governance as a work of joint venture by politicians and bureaucrats 
with mutual-interaction (LaPalombara, 1963; Riggs, 1963, 1969; Self, 1972; Golembiewski, 
1977; Aberbach, Putnam & Rockman, 1981; Caiden, 1984; Van Riper, 1984; Rabin & 
Bowman, 1984; Svara, 1985, 1998, 1999, 2001; Frederickson and Smith, 2003). 
LaPalombara (1963) observed that it is impossible to conceive such a separation between 
politics-bureaucracy in governance even in the most structurally differentiated political 
system. Riggs (1969:29-30) argued that- 
 
According to the conventional views there is a clear demarcation between politicians and   bureaucracy. In the 
classical literature, bureaucrats are thought of as administrator not politicians. Nevertheless, empirical studies 
clearly show the extensive involvement of American and other western bureaucrats, military and civil, in policy-
making and power-holding……The view which emerges from my analysis asserts, by contrast, that bureaucrats 
are always semiadministrators and semipoliticians. 
 
He also said that ―the myth of dichotomy between politics and administration has hampered 
the study of both the aspects as a coherent and unified process (Riggs, 2009:86). Thus, he 
proliferate the idea of mutual cooperation between politicians and bureaucrats for proper 
governance and development. Self (1972:152) identified the policy as the undeniable ‗grey 
area‘ between politics and administration and he argued that a straightforward differentiation 
of political and bureaucratic roles is very difficult for several reasons. Rather it is better to 
fusion of political and administrative influence in governance. Christoph (1975) held that 
policy is nothing more than the political activity of civil servants. A pioneering comparative 
research on politics-bureaucracy relations was carried out by Aberbach, Putnam and 
Rockman (1981). In their book Bureaucrats and Politicians in Western Democracies, they 
considered bureaucracy as an active participant in the policy making process. But they said 
both of the politicians and bureaucrats participate in the policy making with the distinctive 
contributions in western democracies. Bureaucrats bring neutral expertise, facts and 
knowledge, whereas politicians bring political sensitivity, interests and values. They also 
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identified a four dimensional image of relationships between politicians and bureaucrats by 
mentioning that ―the classical theories that excluded bureaucrats from any role in creating 
policy no longer fit reality, if ever they did‖ (1981:239). Interestingly, after twenty years, 
Aberbach and Rockman (2000) published a fallow-up longitudinal study in the context of 
United States – In the Web of Politics: Three Decades of the US Federal Executive in 2000 
and they changed their previous stand by observing that the separate roles aspect is becoming 
more prominent than the others. Van Riper (1984) argued that there was a kind of distance 
between politics and administration in the first half of the twentieth century and that was 
created by the classical literature. Caiden (1984) also has expressed the same view.  
 
Svara (1985, 1998, 1999, 2001,) has criticized the classical politics-administration dichotomy 
‗as a myth‘ and ‗as an aberration‘ and rejected it on empirical grounds and also attempt to 
reconceptualization of politics-administration dichotomy by providing an alternative model – 
―dichotomy-duality model‖ and later replace it providing the ―complementarity model‖7 
between politics and bureaucracy. As a result, the second approach or new-classical thinking 
that was born in the hands of post-Wilsonian thinkers get a semblance of gaiety and makes 
the opposite point and rejects the politics-bureaucracy dichotomy, arguing instead for a dual 
political as well as administrative role to the bureaucracy. This approach treats bureaucrats as 
integral parts of the policy process and interaction between politicians and bureaucrats, their 
degree of influence in policy making and their conflict or convergence in the process of 
governance in general (Potter, 1986).  
 
This theoretical school claims that ―the relationship between bureaucrats and politicians is 
mixed and interactive, fluid and integrative, not dichotomous or hierarchical‖ (Farazmand, 
1997: xi). According to this approach, bureaucrats and politicians should and must work 
together, and their relationship should be cooperative, mutual-interactive – not adversarial, to 
promote efficient and effective administration and governance (Farazmand, 1997). This 
theoretical perspective dominates in the literature of politics and administration up to 1970s. 
After that it was also criticized and rejected by another school of thought – New Public 
Management (NPM). 
 
                                                          
7
 More discussion of this complementarity model which is provided by James H. Svara has been included and 
discussed in the emerging trend.   
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1.5.3 New Public Management Thinking 
As the theoretical doctrine, New Public Administration (NPA) improvised the legitimacy for 
duel political and administrative role of bureaucracy in the policy making, the same way New 
Public Management (NPM), another theoretical dogma, also revived the old question newly 
and return to dichotomy approach again claiming the autonomy of public organizations. The 
academics, practitioners and politicians who have considered the bureaucratic role in the 
governance as a threat to democracy, criticized the extensive role of bureaucracy in the policy 
making and in governance by following the NPM doctrines. After the 1970s to 1990s this 
NPM doctrine and its literature ruled the context of politics-bureaucracy relations and 
resulted in a continuous attack on bureaucracy through the world with emphasizing 
privatization, drastic down-sizing, decentralization, restructuring of the public sector and 
adaptation of more autonomy practice in the public organizations (Farazmand, 1997; Uveges 
& keller, 1997). Although during the foundation, this new model had several names; 
Managerialism (Pollitt, 1993), New Public Management (Hood, 1991; 1998), Market based 
Public Administration (Lan and Rosenbloom, 1992), Reinventing Government (Osborne and 
Gaebler, 1992), and the Post Bureaucratic Paradigm (Barzelay, 1992). Despite the differing 
names they all essentially describe the same phenomenon and now it has settled on the term 
‗New Public Management‘ (Hughes, 2003).  
 
Meanwhile, by following the doctrine of NPM and Reinventing Government, significant 
changes have been taken place in managing public organizations what Hood (1998) calls the 
linguistic shift from ‗public administration‘ to ‗public management‘. A plethora of literature 
and research findings have been proliferated considering autonomy and governance practice 
in the theoretical and empirical perspective (Rourke, 1976; Sanera, 1985; Wilson, 1989; 
Pollitt, 1990,1993; Hood, 1991; Lan and Rosenbloom, 1992; Barzelay, 1992; Carroll, 1995, 
Hughes, 2003; Verhoest, 2005; Verhoest et al., 2004, 2010, 2011; Christensen, 2001, 2011; 
Christensen and laegreid, 2004, 2006, 2007; Majone, 1994; Maggetti, 2010; Pollitt et al., 
2004; Burnham, 2009; Laegreid et al., 2011; Yesilkagit and Thiel, 2008). These literatures 
and researches have focused on the autonomy of public sector organizations through the light 
of politics-bureaucracy relations in general, and of different kinds of agencies and their 
performance on providing public services in particular by supporting the NPM perspective in 
the context of developed countries.  
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The classical dichotomous approach is supported by the New Public Management School, 
approaching separate duties with self-direction. By supporting this view Rourke (1976) 
argued that bureaucratic politics rather than party politics has become the dominant theatre of 
decision in the modern state. Therefore, Sanera (1985) has viewed as political entrepreneur to 
replace the bureaucratic entrepreneur. Wilson (1989) viewed that separate duties between 
politicians and bureaucrat enhance the competence to the both.Politicians are motivated by a 
―re-election goal‖ whereas bureaucrats are motivated by a ―career concern‖. That is, 
politicians want to be re-elected; bureaucrats instead want to improve their professional 
prospects in the public or private sector, and this motivates them to perform well whatever 
tasks they receive. Osborne and Gaebler (1992:23) stated that ―we must change the basic 
incentives that drive our governments. We must turn bureaucratic institutions into 
entrepreneurial institutions, ready to kill off obsolete initiatives, willing to do more with less, 
eager to absorb new ideas‖. One of the convinced and ardent advocates of NPM, Hughes 
(2003:256) observed that ―the traditional model of administration is obsolete and has been 
effectively replaced by a new model of public management. This change represents a 
paradigm shift characterized by shift from administration to management, from bureaucracy 
to markets, and a more realistic view of the relationship between the political and 
administrative leadership‖. Christensen and Laegreid (2001), hold that it is more efficient to 
separate political and administrative functions than integrated to achieve the economic 
development in the viewpoint of NPM. Common (1998) and Minogue (1998) observed that 
poor performance of public sector organizations, domineering bureaucracy, lack of 
accountability, corruption and people‘s changing expectation have contributed to the 
emergence of the NPM.    
 
To sum up, the thesis of the rise of autonomous agencyfication, better alternative forms of 
service delivery and government, decentralization, empowerment, customer satisfaction and 
better mechanisms of public accountability put forward mostly three decades back in 
response to the New Public Management. This approach claimed that, the scope and nature of 
governing process of government is diverse and larger in any sense. So, the establishment of 
autonomous public organizations along with privatization can ensure proper governance and 
development keeping politics-bureaucracy independently separate. According to this 
approach, political control of bureaucracy is questionable – as bureaucracy can adopt itself in 
any situation and can resist and control any change. Public choice theorists have also 
expressed the same view that bureaucracy always act in terms of self-interest. However, the 
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philosophical existence behind this approach is better performance, better governance and 
better public service. During the last three decades, public management has undergone 
substantial changes  and this approach has created enormous interest on politics-bureaucracy 
relations in public sector organizations and governance in both developed and developing 
countries (Sarker, 2006). Although many empirical studies show that the performance of the 
NPM and autonomy practice is not fully satisfactory, because all developed countries did not 
response equally and bureaucracy can never be absolutely free from political control and the 
performance of autonomous agencies are influenced by many de-facto factors – national 
culture and context.  
 
1.5.4 Emerging Inclination of Thinking 
 
Despite the enormous discussion on dichotomy and century long debate, some authors have 
endeavored to reconceptualization of the meaning of classical politics-bureaucracy 
dichotomy in the last few decades. Of course, this trend of reconceptualization of dichotomy 
has been started after the Second World War and then classical concept of dichotomy was 
rejected claiming as too rigid (Svara, 1999). In the beginning, they reconceptualized the 
classical politics-administration dichotomy as a policy-administration dichotomy (Overeem, 
2005). But nowadays, it is reconceptualizing in many ways. As a result, we see an emerging 
trend of reconceptualization of dichotomy. Stillman (1973), Montjoy and Watson (1995), 
Svara (1985, 1998, 1999, 2001, 2006), Warner (2001), and Overeem (2005, 2006) are leading 
among the recent reconceptualizationist writers of dichotomy. Among them Overeem‘s 
arguments are different and to some extent defensive to classical dichotomy with matter-of-
fact explanation. All of them (except Montjoy and Watson and Overeem) are interested to 
provide the argument that Wilson had just raised an intellectual question regarding 
―separability and inseparability of administration from politics‖ (Stillman, 1973:586) but did 
not directly mention the concept of dichotomy.  
 
On the contrary, Montjoy and Watson (1995: 232-233) argue that- ―the field of 
administration is a field of business. It is removed from the hurry and strife of politics. 
Administration lies outside the proper sphere of politics… Administrative questions are not 
political questions‖. Wilson‘s this statement certainly advocate the separation between 
politics and administration. But what does it mean actually in practice, it depends on 
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definitions of the key terms. According to their explanation, Wilson actually dealt with two 
different types of politics, one focused on partisanship and patronage, the other on policy 
making. Wilson clearly wished to separate patronage politics from administration – as he said 
―although politics sets the tasks for administration, it should not be suffered to manipulate its 
offices‖. Rather, Goodnow‘s clarification on this point offers a possible explanation for much 
of the confusion on the dichotomy. He used both ‗politics‘ and ‗policy‘ to refer to the 
expression of the popular will and ‗administration‘ to refer to the execution of that will. This 
conceptualizing is undoubtedly confusing. Because, does politics mean patronage or does it 
mean policy making or are the three concepts indistinguishable? It is not clear.  
 
Consequently, they endow with reinterpretation of the concept of dichotomy (reinterpreted 
dichotomy) offering two dichotomies – a conceptual dichotomy between policy and 
administration and an institutional dichotomy between politics and administration that 
permits a policymaking role for the manager and resists the forces of particularism. The 
dichotomy of politics and administration was intended as a behavioural prescription directed 
against contemporary practice of machine politics (Montjoy and Watson (1995:232). They 
focus dichotomy as a professional standard, not as a description of actual behavior and also 
acknowledge the importance of this model. Warner (2001) reinterprets the dichotomy though 
the lens of John Stuart Mill‘s theory of bureaucracy within representative government where 
bureaucratic competence is a necessary condition for a successful participatory polity. Yang 
and Holzer (2005) believed that the separation of administration from politics was necessary 
to emerge public administration as an autonomous field of study. Rutgers (2001) has tried to 
explain dichotomy as a logical contradiction with providing epistemological analysis of 
dichotomy. More recent attempt to reconceptualization of the politics-bureaucracy dichotomy 
has been done by Overeem (2005, 2006, 2012). Overeem (2012) in his research has tried to 
re-explore the concept of dichotomy from the historical and constitutional perspectives of 
American and European politico-administrative context.  
 
Overeem (2005) starts reconceptualization to provide the argument that classical dichotomy 
has lost its political neutrality by the previous endeavors of many writer‘s view ‗neutrality-
without-dichotomy‘ which were initiated after Second World War. Then he discusses the 
relationship between political neutrality and the politics-administration dichotomy from a 
conceptual and normative point of view with elaborations on the concept of ‗political 
neutrality‘ and he contends that ‗political neutrality was central to the classical 
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conceptualizations of the politics-administration dichotomy‘ (Overeem, 2005:312). 
According to Overeem‘s (2005:318) explanation, ‗post-war criticizers thought that the 
intention of classical dichotomy approach had been to keep administration not merely out of 
politics, but out of the making of policy as well.‘ To defend it he related the politics-
administration dichotomy to the value of political neutrality for administrators, arguing that 
administrators should stay out of political controversies to be neutral administrators 
(Overeem, 2006:142). He argued that there is a distinction between two types of politics – 
‗partisan politics‘ and ‗policy politics‘. Public administrators cannot (and should not) be 
excluded from the kind of politics that is inherent to policy making, but they can (and should) 
be excluded from politics that has a more partisan character (Overeem, 2005: 318-322). 
Consequently, he draws a conclusion by saying that public administration contrasts with two 
dichotomies: politics-administration dichotomy, and policy-administration dichotomy. In 
accordance with the principle of political neutrality and the politics-administration dichotomy 
– public administration can have an involvement in the later, but not in the former (Overeem, 
2005:321-322).   
 
Another leading academic thinker on politics-bureaucracy relations is James H. Svara. His 
theoretical arguments and empirical findings are very influential and imperative in the 
literature of the last two decades. Svara (1985:221-222) starts with argument that politics-
administration dichotomy model has been facing three pronged challenges; conceptual, 
empirical and normative, and he tries to reconceptualize the approach on the basis of 
empirical study in the case of elected politicians and non-elected bureaucrats of five cities in 
North Carolina State. He viewed ‗policy as the mixture of efforts‘ by elected politicians and 
non-elected administrators with the domination of bureaucrats. Afterwards, he recognized 
politics-bureaucracy dichotomy ‗as an aberration‘ and discarded it on empirical grounds 
(Svara, 1998). And then he redefines politics-bureaucracy dichotomy ‗as a myth‘ and why 
this (myth of dichotomy) dichotomy approach has been persisted in the process of 
governance? In this question he found that ‗a final reason for the persistence of the 
dichotomy idea is the absence of an alternative model‘ (Svara, 2001:177). Lastly he tried to 
reconceptualization of dichotomy in the context of local government – providing a long 
historical account and proposed the idea of ‗complementarity model‘ as an alternative for the 
relationship between politicians and bureaucrats (Svara, 1999, 2001, 2006).  
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According to Svara (2001:179) ―the complementarity model of politics and administration is 
based on the premise that elected officials and administrators join together in the common 
pursuit of sound governance. Complementarity entails separate parts, but parts that come 
together in a mutually supportive way.‖ He also said that- 
 
Complementarity stresses interdependence along with distinct roles; compliance along with independence; 
respect for political control along with a commitment to share and implement policy in ways that promote the 
public interest; deference to elected incumbents along with adherence to the law and support for their electoral 
competition; and appreciation of politics along with support for professional standards‖ (Svara, 2001:179). 
 
Thus, complementarity entails ongoing interaction, reciprocal influence and mutual 
difference between elected officials and administrators (Svara (1999, 2001). Svara‘s this view 
of ‗complementarity‘ is also supported by many resent empirical researches (Demir and 
Nyhan, 2008; Demir and Reddick, 2012; Feiock, Lee and Park, 2012).  
 
Another emerging trend is political responsiveness, although it is prevailing from many 
decades in the political and governance process. But this approach gets special flavor in the 
context of US governance during the last tenure of the President George W. Bush. Political 
responsiveness model emphasize the close relationship between politicians and 
administrators with subordination of bureaucracy to politicians and dominance of political 
norms over administrative norms (Svara, 2006a). This approach is based on the conjecture 
that politicians always look for politically ‗responsive competent‘ and oppose ‗neutral 
competence‘ – that means politicians expect loyal bureaucracy as a means to their ends. 
Politicians increasingly expect a high degree of loyalty from their administrative subordinates 
(Svara, 2006a; Aberbach & Rockman, 1993, 2000; Rourke, 1992).  
 
In this approach, politicians look ahead to the administrators who will not only follow their 
order but also sympathetic to their political ideology, belief and values along with their aims 
as a public officials. On the contrary, bureaucrats give less attention to their professional 
consideration, though some career bureaucrats are concerned about ‗neutral competence‘ and 
‗political uncertainty‘ (Svara, 2006a). Eventually, either as a result of political pressure or in 
a supportive way they sacrifice their neutral competence to political responsiveness 
(Aberbach & Rackman, 1993). In this model, there is close political alignment of politicians 
and bureaucrats and it is reflected in the efforts of administrators to please their political 
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masters (Ejersbo & Svara, 2012). On the other hand, sometimes administrators also find their 
interest to provide such a support to the politicians by violating the norms and values of 
conventional bureaucracy. As a result, the quality of professional bureaucracy deteriorates 
and creates a puzzle within the bureaucracy. So the above extensive literature review reveals 
that research findings are not conclusive in the existing literature on politics-bureaucracy 
relations. And the issue is very dynamic in a dynamic world. Therefore, there is a still room 
to maneuver further research agenda in the field of politics-bureaucracy relations. 
 
1.6 Rationale and Value of the Study 
 
Extensive literature review shows that a plethora of literature and research findings 
proliferate demonstrating a strong relationship between the politicians and bureaucrats in the 
theoretical perspective, but very few studies have been undertaken in the context of 
Bangladesh especially in the case of local government. Moreover, much of what has been 
written about Bangladesh is heavily slanted towards particular viewpoints and perspectives. 
Rashiduzzaman (1966) conducted research on politics and administration in the local council 
(especially on union council) in East Pakistan. Abedin (1973) has included Bangladesh in his 
research of local administration and politics in modernizing societies but his study did not 
cover real scenario of politics-bureaucracy relations in the local governance of Bangladesh as 
its main focus was on district administration during colonial and Pakistan period.  
 
Ali (1982) has explored field administration in Bangladesh, but has concentrated on the role 
of distract officials in the process. Ali (1987); Huq et al (1987); Ahsan (2010) studied the 
coordination problems in local government and observed that inter-departmental rivalry and 
lack of mutual understanding, suspicion between officials and political leadership have made 
coordination problems in upazila administration. Haque (1988) studied politics and 
administration in Bangladesh based on the major local government reforms and participation 
problems in the case of gram sarker (village government). Ahmed (1993) in his research 
addressed the problem of decentralization and development, concerning the political 
economy of local government. Ahmed (2009) carried out his research in eighties on the role 
perceptions and relations of politicians and bureaucrats explaining its relations as policy 
actors. Panday (2009) explores coordination problems and its impact on policy 
implementation of urban local governance in Bangladesh.  
 
20 
 
The number of academic works on politics-bureaucracy relations in local government is still 
fewer as well as the limitations around knowledge production are acute, and these hamper 
understanding in different ways. In addition, an extensive literature review from theoretical 
and comparative perspective indicates that while the study of politics-bureaucracy relation 
has been addressed theoretically and in the context of policy making role of politicians and 
bureaucrats, but it has not been focused how does this relation influence and affect the 
governance and development? Similarly, many observers of development administration have 
also provided a general prescription for shared role between politicians and bureaucrats as 
‗agents of change‘ for the developing countries. But these development literatures did not 
identify the way and the content of relationships between politicians and bureaucrats which 
lead to effective governance and development. In this regard, Meier (1997:194) observed that 
―we have never recognized that the political branches of government had administrative 
components and that the real problem with the politics/administration dichotomy is that we 
only study part of the policy process…but it still yields an incomplete view of 
governance…there are no great normative theories about what the role of bureaucracy should 
be in governance.‖ It should be clearly specified the policy role and governance role of the 
two actors in the political system before determining the model of relationship between 
politics and bureaucracy which underpins the relationships.  
 
Therefore, this study explores the politico-bureaucratic dynamics within the local government 
of Bangladesh, not only viewing the policy role but also explaining the governance role of 
politicians and bureaucrats. Particularly, emphasizing the politics-bureaucracy relationship 
and its impact on local governance and development. This study will explore the relationship 
between elected politicians and official civil bureaucrats, not military bureaucracy. Because, 
civilian bureaucracy is a professional institution which serves to democratically elected 
politicians, and politicians are responsible for the work of the civil bureaucracy. Although the 
military bureaucracy is also subject to political control but it is also a self-interested 
organization preoccupied with survival, budgetary growth, influence, and autonomy 
(Suleiman, 2005). Note that, the bureaucrats who belong to the higher stratum of the civil 
service are involved in policy making and the bureaucrats those belong to the medium or 
lower hierarchies are responsible for the delivery of services to the public in the local 
government. In Bangladesh, debates over administrative control of bureaucracy in local 
governments (especially in sub-district levels) are continuous and long standing. During the 
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colonial and Pakistan period and even after the independence of Bangladesh,
8
 local 
government has not been exercised the real power in the domain of governance process. As a 
significant tier of the local government, UZP is a mid-way between the local and central 
government in Bangladesh. UZP is also a very important tier of politico-administrative nexus. 
More importantly, to carry out the government programmes UZP can play a crucial role like a 
bridge between local and national government. Local elected politicians and bureaucrats are 
an integral part of the governance and development policy process of the upazila 
administration. In real sense, the development of Bangladesh depends on the upazila 
administration. Simultaneously, the effective functioning of UZP depends on the mode of 
interaction between the sets of actors; elected politicians and official bureaucrats. Bureaucrats 
and politicians both need to be kept accountable with implicit incentives. As a significant tier 
of the local government the co-ordination between politicians and bureaucrats in the upazila 
administration is very important, at the same time, identification of the patterns of 
relationship between the two policy implementing actors is also very important. As though, 
the developmental role of politicians and bureaucrats are increasing gradually, but how they 
are approaching to each other as well as with the others actors in the governance process still 
remains a neglected field of academic inquiry.  
 
Thus, this study intends to conduct an intensive and in-depth investigation on local 
governance in Bangladesh in light of the politicians and bureaucrats relations. This study will 
provide a real scenario of politics-bureaucracy relations and will explore intensive inquiry 
into the local government and eventually will add an extra pace to the policy makers of the 
third world countries like Bangladesh to enhance the vibrant local government and overall 
promoting local governance and sustainable development. This research will help accrue 
double-edged benefits: on the one hand, research will produce rich indigenous knowledge on 
politics-bureaucracy relations, local governance and development administration. On the 
other hand, knowledge so generated will benefit the government in better public management 
and enrich the teaching-learning process of politics and administration schools of the country 
as well as the findings of this study may guide the building or refinement of theoretical 
understanding on politics-bureaucracy relationship. Finally, knowledge gained or 
insufficiency of analysis from this study could provide any scope for further in-depth study in 
the future.                                             
                                                          
8
 More extensive analysis has been drowned in the 4
th
 chapter in the present research. 
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1.7 Limitations of the Study 
 
It is quite impossible to conduct any research without facing multifarious constraints. In that 
sense no study is free from deficiencies. In the field of social science, this deficiencies or 
limitations unenthusiastically influence and affect the study. The current study has also faced 
some limitations. However, attempt has been made to fulfill the esteemed goals and desires of 
this study by overcoming those limitations. Nevertheless, the main limitations of the study 
can be discussed in the following lines: first, with vast theoretical pluralism, there has been 
no systematic debate on methodologies in public administration (Dhameja, 2003). But more 
serious debate and problem lies in the application of the western theories in the context of 
various regions. Like, orthodox classical dichotomy model of politics-administration by 
Wilson and Weber, value-fact dichotomy by post-behaviouralist theorists, neo institutional 
theory and contemporary NPM or network thinking, all are essentially applicable to the 
pluralist democracy. It is very difficult to apply these theories directly in the context of post-
colonial developing countries. On the other hand, in the case of developing countries, where 
there are no indigenous theories to study bureaucracy or administration. Although 
dependency theory and development administration model claimed to be indigenous in its 
kind, and Riggs, Heady and others western scholars have developed a new model to the study 
of development administration but it has been criticized as ideological and Eurocentric 
(Dhameja, 2003). Of course, Peters (1992), noted that any research in bureaucracy ought to 
be based on the survey of bureaucrats, their attitudes, behavior, structure and outcomes, and it 
is subjected to be geographical and temporal analysis. Accordingly, Professor Mitra (2006) 
has suggested to applying the western theories in the post-colonial societies considering the 
indigenous context and culture of these societies.   
 
Secondly, though a plethora of literature can be found on the theoretical framework of 
political role of public representative and on politics-bureaucracy relationship in the context 
of national government perspective, but in the context of local government perspective, 
especially on the role of public representative in the local government, existing literature is 
very inadequate.  Thirdly, problems have been faced in the collection of data. Local people 
were very busy during the data collection schedule because of union parishad elections. 
Especially, local politicians and bureaucrats were then passing a very hectic time. On the 
other hand, they were till then in dilemmas and tension respecting their power and functions. 
By this time, they were not spontaneous in providing data during the interview. They 
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provided data very cautiously. Fourthly, another important problem was that, respondents 
provided their answer without realizing the comprehensiveness of the question. As a result, 
collection of perfect data was to some extent difficult by providing or introducing three sets 
of semi-structured interview questionnaire to elected politicians, bureaucrats and general 
peoples. Fifthly, this study required three sets of questionnaire; one is for local elected 
representatives, other one is for local government officials and another one is for the mass 
people. According it was maintained.But the problem faced during data tabulation and 
analysis. Lastly, the significant limitation is the sample size. On the basis of such a small size 
of sample, it is very difficult to make a generalization on the whole system of local 
government and the views and perceptions of the local citizens and examine the system of 
governance. But I had to complete the research on such a short sample size because of time 
dimensional and financial constraint. 
  
1.8 Structure of the Thesis 
 
This study predominantly examines the relations between local elected politicians and 
appointed official bureaucrats and its effects on local governance and development in 
Bangladesh. Thus, it explores some research questions and hypotheses. In addressing this 
research question, this thesis is organized into nine chapters. In the first chapter, we outline 
the general introduction on politics-bureaucracy relations reviewing the literature and the 
state of the art emphasizing the value of this research in the literature of knowledge. The 
second chapter deals with analytical and theoretical framework spelling out the 
methodological design of the research which is the guiding principles of the research. Here 
we also provide conceptual illustration on politics-bureaucracy relations, governance and 
development theoretically and operationally. Chapter three deals with politics-bureaucracy 
relations in comparative perspectives emphasizing the context of politics-bureaucracy 
relations in ancient societies to modern western developed and developing countries, with 
special reference to United States of America (USA), United Kingdom (UK), Germany and 
France  in the western context of developed countries and focusing the light on South Asia in 
the context of developing countries. Chapter four explores evolution, structure and process of 
governance from historical perspective in Bangladesh emphasizing politics-bureaucracy 
relations at the national and local government levels. It reveals that Bangladesh has a 
relatively a long experience and familiarity with bureaucracy and local government as a 
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development administration but an appropriate structure of local government is yet to be 
established in this country. As a post- colonial structure of government both in the national 
and local levels, bureaucracy is an essential, dominant and integral part of the government in 
Bangladesh. It is a tremendous institutional framework for central control over the local 
government. Historically local government is highly controlled by the central government. 
Debates over administrative control of bureaucracy in local governments are continuous and 
long standing. During the colonial and Pakistan period and even after the independence of 
Bangladesh, local government was not given the real power in the domain of governance 
process. From the British colonial age to date, central government has been controlling the 
local government by various mechanisms (mainly by central politicians and bureaucrats) and 
development is being limbo. Every successive regime in the different historical phases of 
their rule, keens to build up a support base for themselves in the bureaucracy and in the local 
government following the example of the previous regime. Chapter five examines the 
institutional and regulatory framework of the Upazila Parishad (UZP) in Bangladesh which is 
the main field of study area. Here we look at the legal constitutional status of local 
government and its nature of autonomy practice. In the chapter six, it deals with mostly 
underpinning variables which underpins relationship between politicians and bureaucrats. It 
tries to explore the variables that are most significant to the relationship configuration 
between the two change agents, identifying the variations in social background and origins of 
the politicians and bureaucrats. Chapter seven deals with the self-images and outlooks of both 
the local politicians and bureaucrats, and their interaction patters to identify the prototype of 
relationships. Chapter eight examines the models of relationship. Special efforts have been 
made to examine the degree of relationships that critically determine the success or failure of 
local governance and development. Finally, chapter nine pulls out the overall findings 
together, re-examine theoretical hypothesis and it figures out prospective model of symbiosis 
for the implication of effective local governance and development, minimizing the inevitable 
tensions between politicians and bureaucrats.           
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Chapter – 2: The Theoretical and Analytical Framework 
 
2.1 Introduction 
 
The main purpose of this chapter is to develop an analytical and a theoretical framework for 
analyzing politics-bureaucracy relations, governance and development in the context of local 
government of Bangladesh. My intention is to undertake a theory based empirical study of 
the politics-bureaucracy relations and its effects on local governance and development. In 
doing so, first of all, this chapter delineates with the analytical framework and 
conceptualization of the key terms to develop a theoretical model that is ―consistent with 
conceptualization‖ (Demir and Nyhan, 2008:82). Then it develops theoretical hypothesis in 
order to explore, how the relations construct between local elected politicians and 
bureaucrats and whether it really matters for local governance. And finally, it deals with the 
methodological perspective from the existing literature of social sciences with particular 
reference to sociology, political science and public administration, to tap and rationalize the 
methodological approaches which applied in this research. Overall, this chapter includes 
theoretical and analytical framework for analysis, variable specification, conceptualization 
and operationalization of variables, research hypotheses along with its measurement 
indicators, research design and method of data collection and analysis.  
 
2.2 Analytical Framework for the Study  
 
This inquiry is built upon a foundation of theoretical discussion underpins by empirical 
findings from local culture and context. Alongside the theoretical framework, that is 
developed based on the extensive literature review in the subsequent section, in this section 
the major theoretical discussion is focused on the key concepts for conceptualization and 
operationalization of variables. On the basis of this conceptualization and operationalization 
the data have been collected and the empirical findings are explained based upon original 
data, which have been collected from the field as a primary source. Therefore, this section 
deals with the operational and analytical framework of the inquiry. The operational and 
analytical framework for the research is presented in the figure 2.1.     
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Figure 2.1: 
Analytical Framework and Measurement of the Study 
 
 
Source: By the researcher following Neuman (2003). 
 
There are three inter linkage levels of this research; theoretical, operational and empirical 
which are shown in the above figure. In the theoretical level, it intends to bring together the 
theories of public administration and comparative analysis to explore the scholarships of 
theoretical paradigms in existing literatures on research issue on the basis of framing 
hypothetical causal relationships between dependent and independent variables. Then it 
provides conceptual definition of variables on the basis of theoretical discussion in the 
operational level and also endow with operational definition. After then it endeavors to 
maneuver the analytical framework in the empirical level by using empirical survey data 
collected from the local government (from Upazilas) and eventually research is reached in the 
desired stage on the basis of indicators and measurement by tested empirical hypothesis both 
using qualitative and quantitative arguments. 
 
2.2.1 Conceptualization and Operationalization of Variables 
In social science, conceptualization or definitional problem of research terms is always a 
considerable issue. Nevertheless, conceptualization and operationalization of variables are 
very important to the analytical framework and research process. Indeed, achieving the 
theoretical and causal goals from the empirical fields would seem to be virtually impossible 
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unless its variables can be measured adequately (King et al., 2004). Thus, to conceptualize 
and operationalize the variables, we will turn our attention to concentrate on five research 
terms, providing workable or operational definitions in this research. These are as follows; 
Politics, Bureaucracy, Relation, Governance and Development. Before defining politics-
bureaucracy relation we should explain the two terms ‗politics‘ and ‗bureaucracy‘ here for 
comprehensive understanding for their relationships.  
 
The term politics denotes many meanings to many minds. From the ancient Greek city-state 
to present modern nation state, we observe many definitional variations of the term politics. 
Notable thing is that there is not an academic consensus on the precise definition on politics. 
About 25
th
 century before, Plato (in his famous literature The Republic) has provided a 
definition of politics by mentioning his education master Socrates as ‗politics is a matter of 
thought and government is the concern of the wise‘.9 Aristotle defines politics as ‗practical 
science‘ as it deals with making citizens happy. In his book Politics he states that city-state 
comes into being for the sake of life but politics exists for the sake of the good life. The good 
life or happiness is the proper end of the city-state recurs throughout the politics.
10
 
 
Wilsonian idea about the politics can be found among some of his early scholarships. Wilson 
characterized politics as ‗an experimental art‘ and as largely an affair of management and 
expediency. He also conceptualized politics ‗a science whose very expositions are as 
deathless as life itself. It is the science of the life of man in society‘ (Ubertaccio and Cook, 
2006:73-76). Max Weber (1946) defines politics as interests in the distribution, maintenance, 
or transfer of power or struggle of power. Lasswell (1950) defines politics as the process of 
allocating scarce values. In his wards, ‗politics is the process of who gets what, when and 
how‘. Davis Easton (1965) also expresses the same view. He defines politics as ‗an 
authoritatively allocation of values for a society‘. Oxford Advanced Learner‟s Dictionary 
defines politics as ‗the activities involved in getting and using power in public life, and being 
able to influence decisions that affect a country or a society.
11
 
 
                                                          
9
 This definition is actually provided by Socrates. But he wrote nothing by himself. Because, he never thought 
that writing is to be necessary. 
10
 See The Politics of Aristotle (III; VII) and  also Aristotle‘s Political Theory, Stanford Encyclopedia of 
Philosophy, Access: http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/aristotle-politics/ 
11
 See the Oxford Advanced Learner‟s Dictionary: 
http://oald8.oxfordlearnersdictionaries.com/dictionary/politics 
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Overall, from the above discussion we can categories the definition of politics as four broader 
perspectives: politics as the art of the government, politics as public affairs, politics as 
compromise and consensus, and politics as power and the distribution of resources. In 
summary, it can be said that politics is a power game and the politicians are the actors or 
players of that power game. In this research, we will consider politician as a person who is 
professionally involved in politics and elected by the people and hold an elected office in the 
local government. Consequently, another actor is also involved in this process that is 
bureaucracy which is termed ―officialdom‖ by Weber (1947).  
 
The term ‗bureaucracy‘ is originated from French word ‗bureaucratie‘ by combining French 
word ‗bureau‟-means desk or office with Greek word „kratos-cracy‟ means rule.12 The term 
‗bureaucracy‘ was included in the English language dictionary in 1818 and in the later part of 
the century; its definition was expended and popularized by the German Sociologist Max 
Weber with systematic analysis. Oxford Advanced Learner‟s Dictionary defines bureaucracy 
as ‗the system of official rules and ways of doing things that a government or organization 
has, especially when these seem to be too complicated.‘13 The common thinking about 
bureaucracy is as a monolith that operates according to its own rules, resists change, ignores 
outsiders, and stymies those who try to control it or hold it accountable (Ejersbo and Svara, 
2012). As a result of complexities and controversies that surrounding the bureaucracy, it has 
come to mean different things to different people. Khan (2009:34) has rightly said that- 
 
To a layman, it means the continuation of red tape, inefficiency, and abuse of power in the context of official-
client relationships within an organization. To a sociologist, a bureaucratic organization is one that does not 
learn from its own mistakes and repeats them often because of its static and inflexible nature. To a political 
scientist, bureaucracy can mean a system of government where departmental officials at upper levels have their 
voices heard and given due consideration. To a student of organization, bureaucracy usually refers to the 
structure found in modern large organization with all the accompanying paraphernalia.  
 
So the puzzle of bureaucratic definition is an observable fact in the literature. In this research, 
the concept of ‗bureaucracy‘ will be viewed and conceptualized from the three dimensions. 
First, bureaucracy is as an antediluvian institution or state apparatus from the viewpoint of 
derivation or historical antecedent of bureaucracy. Second, bureaucracy is as an ―ideal-type 
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 See the Oxford Advanced Learner‘s 
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or legal-rational‖ concept which is advocated by Max Weber. And the third, bureaucracy is as 
change agent of a modern organizational system of governance which has been developed 
overtime in the modern political system. Although the term bureaucracy was not coined and 
popularized until eighteen century but the concept of bureaucracy based rule and 
administration is much older. Perhaps bureaucracy is one of the most enduring institutions of 
governance and administration that has survived several millennia. As Farazmand (2010:245) 
comments that ―from the dawn of civilization to the present, political masters have come and 
gone, but none has been able to do away with bureaucracy……bureaucracy has gained a 
historical reputation of resilience, instrumentality, and positive as well as negative 
organization of public governance and administration‖. 
 
As an ancient institution of government and administration bureaucracy has its roots in the 
deep past. The existence of ancient bureaucracy can be found from the different historical 
analysis (Hofmeyer, 1927; Sastri, 1956; Herson, 1957; Mattingly, 1957; Wittfoget, 1957; 
Beyer, 1959; Farazmand, 2009; and Subramaniam, 2009). In these literatures, ancient 
bureaucracy has been conceptualized as state apparatus of government and administration. 
Bureaucracy had been serving and playing a formidable role in the administration of great 
empires and civilization, namely Persian, Egyptian, Chinese, Roman, Prussian and Indian 
civilization
14
 (Farazmand, 2009:1-3). The earliest origin of bureaucracy dates back to about 
10,000 years beginning in ancient Susa and Sumer (which was ancient civilization and 
historical region in southern Mesopotamia and Babylonian) where an emergent class of 
scribers administered the harvest and allocated its spoils (Farazmand, 2009:2-3). In these 
early civilizations, bureaucracy was considered ‗as a state apparatus‘ and they were involved 
in law and order maintenance, policy implementation of developmental and monumental 
works. 
 
The process of bureaucratization has accelerated to a great extent with the advancement of 
civilization. Max Weber pointed out the important relationship between the emergence and 
the consolidation of the modern state with the advancement of bureaucracy by explaining the 
conditions of the development of money economy, the increasing size of the states and 
organizations, the impact of cultural, economic and technological development, and the 
technical superiority of bureaucracy over other forms of administration (cited in Khan, 
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30 
 
2009:40). Many works of the German sociologist Max Weber (1864-1920) remain a source 
of inspiration for the scholars and researchers in the social sciences. Bureaucracy is one of 
them. Weber was the founder of the systematic study of bureaucracy and his ―ideal-type or 
legal-rational‖ bureaucracy is the most commonly used concept of bureaucracy in academic 
literatures. Interestingly, Weber disregarded the importance of ancient imperial bureaucracy 
saying that it is ―patrimonial‖ and irrelevance to modern industrial world, although Weber 
assembled the thought of ―ideal-type‖ concept from the strength and weakness of ancient 
bureaucracies (Subramaniam, 2009:53-63). However, Weber (1946,1947) has defined 
bureaucracy as the most efficient type of organization as a conceptual illustration of 
bureaucracy pointing out some strict principles, like fixed official rules, hierarchy and unity 
of command, division of labor and task specialization, fulltime office and filing record 
system, impersonality, and merit based staffing and promotion.
15
 
 
Weber‘s writing on bureaucracy is understood most appropriately as an examination of the 
characteristics of a system of domination (Weiss, 1983:243). In the Weberian interpretation 
of bureaucracy, two dominant themes are considerable. One is formal organizational entity 
and the other is domination or authority relationship (Weber, 1947:154-157).  Thus, Weber 
endorses three types of dominations or authority; traditional, charismatic and legal- rational. 
To Max Weber, legal-rational is the superior among all types and it is the ‗officialdom‘ or 
bureaucracy (Weber, 1947: 332). As bureaucracy is always ran by the formal and rational 
authority structure. Weber (1947:361) stated that bureaucratic authority is specifically 
rational in the sense of being bound discursively analyzable rules. In the ―ideal-type‖ system 
envisaged by Weber, the professional bureaucrats ―is only a single cog in an ever-moving 
mechanism which prescribes to him an essentially fixed route of march. The official is 
entrusted with specialized tasks and normally the mechanism cannot be put into motion or 
arrested by him, but only from the very top‖ (cited from Suleiman, 1974:156). In addition, 
according to Weber, bureaucratic position is even more significant for explaining the 
systematic crisis in leadership because bureaucracy is the consequences of constitutional 
relations (Scaff, 1973:134). Weberian concept of bureaucracy is criticized by many thinkers 
(Blau, 1955; Selznik, 1961; Crozier, 1964; Merton, 1968) for its overwhelming power and 
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formal structure (closed-system) and neglecting informal human relationship in the process of 
governance. Their argument was that Weber made bureaucracy as a human analogue to the 
machine. In Weber‘s word ―a lifeless machine is objectified mind‖ (Cited in Scaff, 
1973:135). As a result, the modern concept of bureaucracy exists in the perspective 
criticizing Weberian mechanistic concept of bureaucracy. 
 
In modern times, bureaucracy has become a dominant institution or an organizational system 
that is unavoidable. Mentioning the over domination and malfunctioning of bureaucracy in 
the process of governance, Thompson (1961:152) clarifies the concept of modern 
bureaucracy as ‗bureau-pathology‘. Friedrich (1963: 468-470) defines bureaucracy as a form 
of organization marked by hierarchy, specialization of roles, and a high level of competence 
displayed by incumbents trained to fill these roles (cited in Riggs, 1969). Crozier (1964:3) 
defines modern bureaucracy as ‗government by bureau‘ that is ‗government by departments 
of the state staffed by appointed and not elected functionaries, organized hierarchically, and 
dependent on a sovereign authority‘. Lucius Wilmerding finds that bureaucrats are those who 
assist the political officers of the modern government in the formulation of policy and those 
who merely carry out orders, accumulate facts, or engage in research (cited in Waldo, 
1948:94).  
 
Borrowing the neologism from Thompson and symphonizing it with Weber‘s own phrase 
‗rational-legal‘ Riggs (1969) explains the concept of modern bureaucracy as ‗bureau-
rationality‘. Eisenstadt (1967) regarded bureaucracy as a power group in rivalry with other 
groups including the sovereign (cited in Subramaniam, 2009:54). Albrow (1970) provides a 
definition of modern bureaucracy on the basis of some organization features and 
characterized by seven distinct attributes; bureaucracy as rational organization, bureaucracy 
as organizational inefficiency, bureaucracy as rule by officials,  bureaucracy as public 
administration, bureaucracy as administration by officials, bureaucracy as the organization 
and bureaucracy as modern society (cited in Khan, 2009: 36-38). Overall, modern concept of 
bureaucracy refers to a large organizational or institutional system organized with 
systematically coordinating structure of work, process and normative values, rules and 
regulations as well as a mix of merit and patronage and record system (Blau and Meyer, 
1971; Farazmand, 2010:246). Taking into account the above overall analysis, in this research, 
bureaucracy will be considered as an institutional structure in local governance that plays a 
vital role in policy formulation, implementation and delivering public services to the local 
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communities along with local elected politicians. Now the question is how are they related 
and where actual power lies in the modern state? And how do these two actors interact? The 
nature of relationships between politicians and bureaucrats is thus a key issue to explore the 
conceptualization. In regarding the first question, Weber emphasized ―it lies neither in 
parliamentary speeches nor monarchical pronouncements, but necessarily and unavoidably in 
the hands of bureaucracy, since it is exercised through the daily routines of administration‖ 
(cited in Scaff, 1973:134). In Parlament und Regierung in neugeordneten Deutschland 
Weber explained the distinction of political and bureaucratic rule and also relationship 
between politicians and bureaucrats by using two contrasting terms ‗action‘ and ‗vocation‘. 
He termed bureaucratic rule as ‗action‘ or official duties on the basis of set rules, on the other 
hand, political rule as ‗vocation‘ or partial, motivated by power. Weber held that from the 
view point of politicians ‗bureaucracy is always irresponsible‘ (Scaff, 1973:134) but in the 
real sense they are legitimate administrators.  
 
On the other hand, if we want to identify why Weber emphasized bureaucracy again and 
again? And to comprehensive understanding of the bureaucratic disposition in the 
governance, then according to Weber the main problem lies with the political limitations. 
Weber identified some lacks of traditional and charismatic domination – incapacity as a 
politician and his inevitable lack of control over the political bureaucracy. But he was also 
concern about ‗overtowering‘ power position of bureaucrats (Weber, 1946).This is why 
Weber desired efficient and developed bureaucracy by controlled political leadership. The 
politician, by virtue of his distinct qualities and by virtue of being an elected leadership, thus 
prescribes what the official must carry out. He advised politicians to ―resist any effort on the 
part of the bureaucrats to gain control‖ and warned that a nation ―which believes that the 
conduct of the state affairs is a matter of ‗administration‘ and that ‗politics‘ is nothing but the 
part-time occupation of amateurs or a secondary tusk of bureaucrats might as well forget 
about playing a role in world affairs‖ (cited in Heady, 2001:426). In this respect, Weber has 
advocated a ‗neutral competence‘ bureaucracy with a clear distinction between politics and 
administration (Weber, 1947). Wilson (1887), Goodnow (1900) have also expressed the same 
view in the conceptual foundation of politics-bureaucracy relations. These classical thinkers 
have conceptualized the relationship between politics and administration on the basis of 
separate duties.  
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On the other hand, many writers such as Waldo (1948), Appleby (1949), Martin (1952), 
LaPalombara (1963), Riggs (1963, 1964, 1969),  Self (1972), Campbell (1983), Caiden 
(1984), Van Riper (1984), Rabin & Bowman (1984),  Polsby (1984), Svara (1998, 2001), and 
Peters (2001) have argued (from the theoretical point of view) that in the performance of 
governance role, a clear-cut division or separation between politicians and bureaucrats is 
neither possible nor wise. While several empirical studies like Putnam (1975), Aberbach, 
Putnam and Rockman (1981), Aberbach and Rockman (1988), Norton (1991), Montjoy and 
Watson (1995), Farazmand (1997), Svara (1999, 2002, 2006), Mouritzen and Svara (2002), 
and Overeem (2005, 2006) have yielded mixed results and tried to intermeshing between the 
above two models with some variational modeling in explaining politics-bureaucracy 
relations. Therefore, from the existing literatures on politics-bureaucracy relations, 
particularly combining the theoretical normative works and empirical research, four major 
theoretical models can be found for conceptual understanding of politics-bureaucracy 
relations. These are: dichotomy or separation model, Mutual-interaction or overlapping roles 
model, autonomy, and political responsiveness model.
16
 In discussing politics-bureaucracy 
interaction Aberbach et. al, (1981) said – to understand the political limitations in the process 
of governance, how it may be changing and how strategies for influencing policy are 
affected, we need to know about the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats. Riggs 
(1963) stated that the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats may be examined from 
two sides: the effect of political weakness on administrative effectiveness and the 
consequences of bureaucratic expansion for the political system or in the governance. But the 
main aim of this research is not undermine any particular character neither politicians nor 
bureaucrats, rather governance is to be effective and feasible, balancing between these 
potentially conflicting actors is necessary, although it is an enduring challenge.    
 
In any political system, bureaucracies and politicians are two folds; central and local. There is 
a tremendous link between these two hierarchies. They may constitute a paragon of skill and 
rationality to continue the government decisions in the implementation. Because in course of 
time local or field bureaucracies occupy the central positions after being promoted. At the 
same time, similar philosophy is applicable to the politicians. Local government is the 
playground for the politicians. They are also being promoted as a central leaders or policy 
maker after having the experience from the local government planning. So, whatever may be 
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the scope of analysis, either national or local government, the nature of relationships is a key 
issue to explore. Thus this research has focused on trying to understand conceptually and 
empirically the nature of the relationship (which is operationalized as mode of interaction) 
between local elected politicians and official bureaucrats and how this relation affects the 
local governance and development in Bangladesh.  
 
On the other hand, the term governance and development also needs to be conceptualized 
accordingly. Although, governance and development are closely correlated as development 
cannot be sustained unless governance is fine and effective. But it depends on the politico-
bureaucratic disposition, and three dimensional relationships among politicians, bureaucrats 
and the public. Thus this section intends to discuss the concept of governance and 
development in general, rather to enter into a review of the theory of governance and 
development. Therefore, it is required to clarify the two concepts first and then it is better to 
try to focus the light on the linkage between them. In recent times, the term ‗governance‘ has 
caught such an attention of policymakers, academicians, development practitioners and 
international donor agencies that it has become an overworked term. Once the term 
‗governance‘ was conceptually underdeveloped, and now it is conceptually overdeveloped 
(Sobhan, 1993).  
 
Thus the term ‗governance‘ has become an interesting puzzling area for researchers as it is 
using in multidimensional perspectives and it has too many connotations and meanings. In 
comparative perspectives, governance does not convey the same meaning in everywhere. In 
fact, the meaning of governance depends on the culture, context and the level of analysis 
(Mitra, 2006). Since the early 1980s, governance has emerged as a popular vocabulary of 
development literature (Aminuzzaman, 2006). Professor Mitra (2006:4), Fritzen (2009:1-5) 
have identified the origins of governance since after Second World War and early 1970s in 
assessing the development and the contextual factors that have affected the development of 
governance debate. Whatever may be the debate on conceptual development of governance, 
the reality is that worldwide development of governance rhetoric is not accompanied by 
convergence in thinking, definitions and practices across nations. This is may be one reason 
as to why the concept of governance has been labeled as confusing, unclear and not precise 
(Pierre and Peters, 2000:14; Smouts, 1998:81; Senarclens, 1998:92). Moreover, recent NPM 
school of thought provides the concept of governance as ―governance without government‖ 
(Peters &Pierre, 1998). 
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The concept of governance is multifaceted and cross-sectional. The term ‗governance‘ is used 
in a variety of ways, suggesting a variety of meanings (Rhodes, 2001; Stoker, 1998), and 
governance is not a linear, irreversible phenomenon. It varies with time and space, culture 
and context of governing (Mitra, 2006; 2008). Its theoretical roots are also varied on the basis 
of disciplines and analytical discourse (Mitra, 2006:25) like public policy approach to 
governance and comparative politics approach. The public policy approach perceives 
governance as an interactive process and serves to understand the material context of the 
actors involved in the processes of interaction. On the other hand, the comparative politics 
approach renders the analysis of governance more contextually embedded (Chaudhuri, 2014).  
 
If we simply mean governance as policy and process of governing then it is as old as human 
civilization. In fact, according to Plato, governance is integral to state-craft and the state is the 
human soul writ-large. The famous declaration of Plato ―unless philosophers rule as kings, or 
those now called kings and chiefs genuinely and adequately philosophize….there is no rest 
from ills for the cities….nor, I think, for human kind‖ 17 reminds us the notion of governance. 
Thus, the central focus of governance is the human soul, whose ingredients manifest 
themselves in a variety of ways, effecting and affecting the contours and contents of state 
activities, channelized and shaped through the medium of governance (Narain and Arora, 
2010:1). Governance is therefore a mechanism to exercise state‘s power. Halfani et al., 
(1994:3) argued that the term governance is used first in the fourteenth century and it was 
used in two senses: first, as an action or method of governing and second, manner of 
governing (cited in Khan, 2006:19). In spite of divergence in conceptualization of 
governance, definitions were provided by many thinkers and researchers.  
 
In general, governance denotes ―how people are ruled, how the affairs of the state are 
administered and regulated‖ (Mills and Serageldin, 1991:304). Huntington (1968) defines 
governance by institutionalizations and orderly rule. Halfani et al., (1994:4) have defined 
governance as ―system of government concentrating on effective and accountable 
institutions, democratic principles and electoral process, representation and responsible 
structures of government, in order to ensure an open and legitimate relationship between civil 
society and the state‖ (cited in Aminuzzaman, 2006:12).  World Bank (1992) defines 
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governance as ―the manner in which power is exercised in the management of a country‘s 
economic and social resources for development‖. In addition, World Bank has advanced the 
idea of governance as the manner of power exercise from the effectiveness of developmental 
perspective. The conceptual underpinnings of its expanded focus on both economic 
development and broader state effectiveness in promoting poverty reduction and corruption 
control (World Bank, 1992, 1997, 2001, 2004).  
 
Kaufmann et al., (2010:2) define governance as ―the traditions and institutions by which 
authority in a country is exercised. This includes (a) the process by which governments are 
selected, monitored and replaced; (b) the capacity of the government to effectively formulate 
and implement sound policies; and (c) the respect of citizens and the state for the institutions 
that govern economic and social interactions among them.‖ They also measured the 
worldwide governance by six indicators and shown the relation between governance and 
development (Kaufmann et al, 2009:5). Therefore one particular way in governance analysis 
is development. It can be either economic or political development or can be both. But the 
question is whether governance and development have a two-way relationship or a mutually 
reinforcing relationship or to what extent governance affects development is an unsettled and 
debatable issue in the literature of political economy (Asaduzzaman, 2008; Islam, 2008). 
Although classical political economists including Adam Smith and John Stuart Mill 
recognized the importance of political institutions and effective governance for development 
(Knack, 2008:73). Till then the theory as well as the empirical analysis of the interrelations 
between governance and development remains a work in progress riddled with many 
unsettled questions (Islam, 2008:11).  
 
Nevertheless, it can be said abhorrently that governance really does matter in the process of 
development and there are indicators that the manner of governance does influence the pace 
and character of development. But which elements of governance are important in which 
country depend on a host of factors (Asaduzzaman, 2008:4). May be the political and 
bureaucratic elitist behavior and their relations, local culture and context are exceedingly 
considerable one. In this regard, Professor Mitra identified a new approach of governance 
studies. He termed governance as a conceptual variable which is measurable in terms of 
qualitative and quantitative indicators (Mitra, 2006:3). Using the rational choice and the neo-
institutional approach, he also measured the level of Indian governance by some qualitative 
and quantitative indicators in his research. Keeping in mind the above overall scenario it can 
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be said that governance is not only the affair of the government; it is an affair of many. 
Governance is not a directly observable fact and therefore, the discussions of governance 
often generate more rhetorical heat than empirical light. So, the concept of governance has 
many ramifications in its application to the politics and overall development of a country 
(Sobhan, 1993:1).  
 
In this research, the concept of governance is to be used as a reflection of the politics-
bureaucracy relations and the role of the UZP in giving direction to the development. More 
particularly, governance is considered and operationalized as the process and manner of 
power relationships among the authoritative actors – how power is exercised, how decisions 
are made on local public affairs and the interaction between institutions and public service 
stake holders. As Peters and Pierre (1998:232) hold ―understanding governance – its 
direction, practices and outcomes – is largely a matter of observing and interpreting the 
process through which it evolves and what is the relative clout of the actors involved therein‖. 
Thus, following the approach of Professor Mitra, this study approaches governance from a 
public policy and neo-institutional perspectives where governance is considered as a process 
of authority relationship to design, formulate and implementation of policies and discharge 
functions. On the other hand, development will be considered as a parameter of governance 
and as an ultimate outcome of governance. Overall, governance and development is measured 
by some indicators such as; (1) rule application, (2) collective decision and action, (3) 
accountability & transparency, (4) infrastructural development, and (5) public service 
delivery.  
 
In order to explore the relations between politicians and bureaucrats and its influence on 
governance and development it is needed to identify the dependent and independent variables 
along with the operationalization. Although there is no hard and first rule to specify the 
dependent and independent variable in the social research but it is important to define how 
the researcher wants to operationalize the concepts. Nachmias and Nachmias (1996:56) 
provide the argument in this respect that ―In real world, variables are neither dependent nor 
independent: the researcher decides how to view them, and that decision is based on the 
research objectives. An independent variable in one investigation may be a dependent 
variable in another, and the same research, working on different projects, may classify the 
same variables in different ways.‖ 
 
38 
 
Figure-2.2: 
Operationalization of Variables with Measurement Indicators 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: by the Researcher  
 
Thus, the relationship between local elected politicians and local appointed official 
bureaucrats is necessarily a long-term proposition strong enough to withstand the occasional 
stress and strain. Consequently, in the first stage of this inquiry, the ―relation‖ between local 
elected politicians and appointed official bureaucrats is considered as dependent variable, 
while the systemic and contextual variables which largely shape and affect the relationship 
are independent variables. On the other hand, as politics-bureaucracy relations influence the 
governance and development thus relation is to be considered as an independent variable in 
the second stage that has an explanatory power to determine the mode of interaction between 
politicians and bureaucrats in the process of governance and development. Therefore, by 
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following the rules of deductive reasoning, it can be said that governance and development 
varies with the models of relationship and relationship varies with the institutional and 
contextual factors. Figure 2.2 explains these specifying variables by intensity of inquiry. This 
research seems that these components shape or underpin the interaction between politicians 
and bureaucrats in any system of governance. In this study, relation refers to the mode of 
interaction between local elected politicians and appointed official local bureaucrats in the 
process of local governance and development. More implicitly, it depends on institutional 
structure, legal and regulatory framework, social background, politico-administrative values, 
role perceptions and performance, Political Neutrality and Competence, self-image and 
mutual interaction between the two actors. Furthermore, in order to explain the concepts 
more comprehensively, several theoretical hypotheses are formulated, and to evaluate these 
hypotheses, measurement indicators also have been adopted. 
 
2.3 The Theoretical Framework 
 
Having discussed conceptual and operational definitions and analytical framework, then we 
can now turn to the discussion on the theoretical framework of the research in this section. 
The theoretical framework provides a structure or scope for empirical explanation. It consists 
of a set of concepts, variables and theoretical propositions, some of which are abstract while 
others are measurable empirically. As ―social scientists are in agreement that one of the most 
important functions of empirical research is to contribute to the development and refinement 
of theory‖ (Nachmias and Nachmias, 1996:35), thus, this section attempts to explore the 
major paradigms and theories in public administration, theories of politics-bureaucracy 
relations and how these theoretical models operate the present research along with its 
modification and propositions.     
 
2.3.1 The Major Paradigms and Theories in Public Administration 
The theoretical paradigm shift is an observable fact in every aspect of science and social 
sciences. The concept of a ―paradigm‖ developed by Thomas Kuhn to discover the 
knowledge in the natural sciences which refers to a set of universal accepted laws of nature in 
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science.
18
 Thus, there is a growing tendency to every discipline to find out whether it has a 
paradigm of its own or not (Bellone, 1980). In this connection, as an interdisciplinary nature 
of the study, public administration is also concern about its paradigm, although as a distinct 
discipline public administration has been suffering from identity crisis, and this identity crisis 
in public administration reflects ―an expression of doubts about its nature and status in 
academe‖ as well as ―in terms of lacking a specific and unique theoretical and 
methodological core‖ (Raadschelders, 2011:917-919). Moreover, public administration is 
concerned with government and administration based on administrative theory, which is 
indebted to political science, sociology, psychology, and economics for much of its 
conceptual foundation (Bellone, 1980). Nevertheless, many theoretical models and paradigms 
have developed in public administration after being a separate academic discipline.  
Frederickson (1980) presents five theoretical models of public administration as the lineage 
of ―New Public Administration‖ that have been prevalent in the field before the development 
of a model of NPA. These are: the classic bureaucratic model, the neo-bureaucratic model, 
the institutional model, the human relations model, and the public choice model. And 
eventually Frederickson developed a new model of ―New Public Administration‖ providing 
the values and the structural as well as managerial means of achieving them (Frederickson, 
1980:33-51). He also listed ―the theories and theorists associated with each model, its 
empirical focus, its characteristics, and the values it maximizes‖ (Bellone, 1980:28).   
 
Therefore a simplified summary of the theoretical literature of comparative politics and 
comparative public administration reveals that two theoretical lines ‗structural-functionalism‘ 
and ‗neo-institutionalism‘ – what is often termed ‗mainline‘ – has become mostly accepted as 
ground theory during recent decades. The first one ―originated and elaborated by the 
sociologists such as Talcott Parsons, Marion Levy, and Robert Merton for the studies of 
whole societies, and later adopted by political scientists for the analysis of political systems‖ 
(Heady, 2001:9) and the second one is developed by both the political scientists and public 
administrationists. The basic analytical framework that has been provided by these two 
schools of thought is to some extent similar. Modest difference only in the application of 
approaches; whether the preferred approach is through structure or function? If we explain 
the main theme of Frederickson‘s five theoretical models then it can be found that the 
                                                          
18
 For comprehensive understanding of Paradigm see Kuhn, Thomas, (1970), The Structure of Scientific 
Revolution, Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
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classical bureaucratic model stressed or emphasized on structural variables, whereas the neo-
bureaucratic model emphasized on decision or action. On the other hand, institutional model 
emphasized on both the structure and function, and last two models emphasized on human 
relations in an organization and citizen‘s choices. Heady (2001:9) observed that ―In the 
terminology of structural-functional analysis, structures are roughly synonymous with 
institutions and functions with activities. Structures or institutions perform functions or 
activities. The linkage between structures and functions cannot be broken, but priority can be 
given in analysis either to the structural or functional aspects of the total system.‖ In this 
respect, functionalism has been questioned by a variety of neo-institutionlists. This is why, 
there is a growing tendency toward reversing this preference and focusing primarily on 
political structures and institutions by the institutionalism and neo-institutionalism (Heady, 
2001). Keeping in mind of the centrality of the linkage between comparative politics and 
comparative public administration, this research follows structural-functionalism and neo-
institutionalism as a ground theory. At the same time, multi-dimensional theoretical model – 
what has been developed in the perspective, combining the theories of public administration 
and comparative study on politics-bureaucracy relations, has been followed as a middle-range 
theory in this study. Now we will look for what are those theoretical models available in the 
literature for the study of politics-bureaucracy relationship in particular. 
 
2.3.2 Theoretical Paradigms in the Study of Politics-Bureaucracy Relations 
Probably the most elemental and theoretical debatable issue for millennia to political 
scientists and public administrationists is that – what will be the apt relationships between the 
politicians and the bureaucrats? While the thinking and analysis is done by many political 
philosophers, thinkers and researchers on politics-bureaucracy relations provided a good 
theoretical framework or research paradigm, but one of the surprising consequences of the 
literature in the field is that the academic discussions on politics-bureaucracy relations are 
extremely asymmetrical and diversified as we already have witnessed from the literature 
review. In addition, less attention has been given to an understanding of how politics-
bureaucracy relations affect the governance and development. Notwithstanding the 
theoretical divergence of perceptions and interpretation, this study intends to organize a 
theoretical and analytical framework for understanding the politics-bureaucracy relations by 
combining classical, new classical and contemporary views on politics-bureaucracy relations. 
As change agent, politicians and bureaucrats are the influential leading actors of governance 
42 
 
and development in any nation. Many scholars have identified this notion in the literature of 
political science and public administration. A plenty of theoretical literature and empirical 
research findings proliferate demonstrating a strong relationship between the politicians and 
bureaucrats in the theoretical perspective. But there is no absolute single approach or 
paradigm of studying politics-bureaucracy relations. May be the reasons are differentiable 
legal-institutional arrangement in the contextual factors, as well as the elitist group 
(politicians and bureaucrats) behavior is not same in everywhere, although there are some 
common characteristics. Since – as already stated that the academic discussion on politics-
bureaucracy relation is asymmetrical and the discussions of the relationship between 
politicians and bureaucrats as well as other related issues are extremely varied and contain 
competing and contending tendencies or approaches (Farazmand, 1997).  
 
Figure -2.3 
Paradigm shifts of politics-bureaucracy relationship 
  
 
 
 
 
 
  Source: By the Researcher 
 
 
Source: by the Researcher 
 
Therefore, to analyze and to silhouette the understanding of the issue theoretically in the 
existing literature, the debate on theoretical approach or perspective can be kept apart in the 
following four theoretical paradigmic perspectives that have been developed over the 
centuries on the politics-bureaucracy relations. From the existing literature on politics-
bureaucracy relations (that has been reviewed in the first chapter) the following theoretical 
paradigms or approaches can be identified: (1) The Classical ‗Politics-Administration 
Dichotomy‘ Approach; (2) The ‗Mutual-Interactive‘ Approach; (3) New Public Management 
and ‗Return to Dichotomy/Autonomy‘ Approach; and (4) The Emerging 
‗Reconceptualization of Dichotomy, Complementarity and Political 
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Responsiveness‘Approach. Each paradigm identifies a set of explanatory factors, and these 
theoretical perspectives will also form the theoretical framework for this research.  
 
2.3.3 Theoretical Modification: How do the Theoretical Models operate for this Study? 
Keeping in mind the above overall theoretical perspectives in the existing literature on 
politics-bureaucracy relations, an attempt has been made to modify the theoretical 
perspectives in this section to build an adaptable theoretical framework for this research by 
discussing the key variations and effectual deficiencies among of the stated models. Although 
Svara (2006, 2006a) has attempted to provide a summary account of theoretical perspectives 
by explaining the level of control of administrators by elected officials. But my endeavor is 
from the different point of view. In this thesis, I wanted to propose a logical modification of 
the existing relationship models by explaining some underpinning variables theoretically and 
examining with empirical data which underpin the relationship between politicians and 
bureaucrats in governance and in the policy making process.
19
 In doing so, I have tried to 
consider the philosophical principles, composing factors, process of governance and effectual 
deficiencies of every existing theoretical models (which has been shown in the table 2.1) and 
overall underpinning variables which underpin the relationship between politicians and 
bureaucrats in any political systems. 
 
Therefore, from the existing literatures on politics-bureaucracy relations, particularly 
combining the theoretical normative works and empirical research, four major models can be 
found for understanding politics-bureaucracy relations. These are: dichotomy or separation 
model, Mutual-interaction or overlapping roles model, autonomy, and political 
responsiveness model (Svara, 2006a). Although there is no consistent approach in these 
relationship models (Lee, 2006) and these models do not focus on explanation of the behavior 
of individuals and organizations that public choice or normative institutionalist models do 
(Peters, 1999; Ejersbo and Svara 2012). That‘s why this study deals with individual behaviors 
of politicians and bureaucrats what they do as a policy and governance actors, and the local 
government institution as an organization. Moreover, these general models are just 
assumptions and it has incorporated in efforts to explain how bureaucrats are or can be 
interrelated to elected politicians in policy process not in governance. 
                                                          
19
 As existing theoretical models on politics-bureaucracy relations emphasized mostly on policy making and 
implementation process and overlook governance question. Thus this research emphasizes both of them.      
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Table 2.1 
The Theoretical Perspectives on Politics-Bureaucracy Relations 
 
Theoretical 
Paradigms 
Leading Proponents  Principles/Philosophy  Process of 
Governance 
Effectual 
Deficiency  
Paradigm-1: 
Dichotomy/ 
Separation 
Wilson, Max Weber, 
Goodnow, White, 
Willoughby, Finer, Mosher 
and many more 
Separate Duties, Trust, 
Professional Competency, 
Merit Based, Political 
Neutrality 
Politicians will 
approach policy and 
bureaucrats will 
implement, Political 
Control of Bureaucracy  
Mechanistic 
concept, Weak 
Accountability, 
Dichotomy is 
unrealistic 
Paradigm-2:  
Mutual-Interaction 
Appleby, Waldo, Martin,  
Riggs, Pye, LaPalombara 
Eisenstadt, Long, Heclo, 
Self, Golembiewski Caiden, 
and many more 
NPA, Policy joint venture, 
Politics and administration 
are very intimately related, 
Mutuality/Reciprocal 
understanding between 
Politicians and 
Bureaucracy 
Extensive role of 
bureaucracy, lack 
of accountability, 
Corruption, Poor 
Public Service 
Paradigm-3: 
Autonomy/Return 
to Dichotomy 
Hood, Pollitt, Osborne and 
Gaebler, Hughes, Carroll, 
Rosenbloom,  Barzelay,  
Verhoest, Christensen, 
Laegreid and many more 
NPM, Autonomy, Market 
Economy, Professionalism & 
Ethics, Decentralization, 
Empowerment, Customer 
Satisfaction, Reinventing 
Government, More public 
accountability 
Policy role of 
Bureaucracy with 
separation, 
Restructuring, Down-
sizing, Agencification, 
Emphasizing 
Privatization, Drastic 
Decentralization,  
Bureaucratic and 
Administrative 
Resistance/Ineffic
iency, De facto 
Autonomy, 
Controlled 
Performance  
Paradigm-4:  
Reconceptualization 
of Dichotomy, 
Complementarity/ 
Political 
Responsiveness 
Stillman, Svara, Moe, 
Montjoy,Watson, Warner, 
Overeem 
Complementarity with 
separate duties, Politics-
bureaucracy alignment 
Neutrality, Dominance of 
politics over administration, 
Mutual understanding, 
Shared influence, 
Cooperation, 
Reciprocity 
Overlapping 
roles,  Alignment, 
Responsive to 
political master, 
Less competent 
 
 
Source: Compiled by the researcher from the survey of existing literatures  
 
In addition, it is very difficult to distinguish any particular model in any political system. The 
analysis of politics-bureaucracy relations from comparative perspective 
20
 reveals that if any 
particular model of relationship is dominant in a political system, at the same time some 
aspects of the other models are commonly found as well (Ejersbo and Svara, 2012). 
Nevertheless, each of the models has some central features that are important for 
understanding the roles and relationships of politicians and bureaucrats. More importantly, 
the thing is that these theoretical models are not identical, and their characteristics are 
overlapping either with dichotomy or with mutuality. That means, in real sense, the four 
models represent either of dichotomy or of mutuality and or both in one model. Thus, if we 
summarize the western scholars thinking regarding politicians and bureaucrat‘s relationship 
in the theoretical perspective in considering the philosophical principles, process of 
governance, characteristics and its relational effects, then we observe basically two models of 
relationships: one is dichotomous or separate role model and the other one is mutual-
                                                          
20
  Please see the subsequent chapter in this research for more details for comparative analysis on politics-
bureaucracy relations 
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interactive model. Thus, we can summarize or visualize the modified theoretical models of 
relationships from the existing literature as exhibited in the figure 2.4.  
 
Figure 2.4: Modified Politics-Bureaucracy Relations Model  
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 Source: By the Researcher 
 
Therefore, in connection with the previous section, this section of the thesis endeavors to 
develop a workable analytical model of relationship along with explaining theories between 
politicians and bureaucrats as a part of the theoretical framework of this research. Since my 
major objective in this research is, to identify the patterns of relations between local elected 
politicians and the local official bureaucrats and its effects on local governance and 
development thus what determines the relation between them is the main focus. As it has 
often been argued that the politicians and the bureaucrats represent two distinct species. But 
we witnessed from the theoretical paradigm that the analytical contents of most of the 
approaches (of course with some exceptions) tend to ignore the two substantive facts that 
there is a significant level of differences between the politician and the bureaucrat in 
considering the speciestic or genetic character of the two actors in their governing style or 
process (Nalbandian, 2006) which can be termed ―distinctive means‖ Svara (2006). Secondly, 
the politicians and the bureaucrats perform their roles and functions in a given environment, 
and to the extent that the environment is sometimes less than congenial, and often conflicting. 
It depends on the institutional structure and regulatory framework of the organization. If the 
organizational environment is good then the expected relationship between them is also to be 
good and the governance outcome (function) of the structure is satisfactory. As a result, there 
is a virtuous link between the theory of institutionalism and the politics-bureaucracy 
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relationship model. Interestingly, less attention has been given in terms of institutional and 
contextual conditions that construct the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats in 
the existing approaches. Therefore, in this research I want to explore and emphasize the 
constructing factors which underpin the relationship between local politicians and bureaucrats 
along with identifying the speciestic (genetic) differences between the politicians and the 
bureaucrats keeping them as independent variable.  
 
Thus, primarily the ‗relation‘ between local elected politicians and official bureaucrats may 
be considered as dependent variable while ‗governance and development‘ can also be 
considered as dependent variable, as governance and development depends on the mode of 
interaction and relations between the two actors. If we consider politics-bureaucracy 
‗relation‘ as dependent variable, then we also open up for the possibility that the ‗relations‘ 
may vary and depends on some underpinning variables while governance and development 
depends on the models or patterns of the relationship which exist between the local elected 
politicians and the appointed official bureaucrats. Some prior researches examined the role 
and ideological orientations, professionalism, nature of political neutrality of bureaucrats, 
contingency and demographic factors, values, self-image and mutual attitudes of politicians 
and bureaucrats as construct factors or determining variables of the relations (Kothari and 
Roy, 1969; Bjorkman, 1979; Aberbach et al, 1981; Jacobsen, 2006;  Svara 2006a; Demir and 
Nyhan, 2008; Demir and Reddick, 2012). Although they have identified different factors for 
developed and developing countries respectively that may shape the politics-administration 
relations. Nevertheless we need to develop two theoretical models for this research: (1) how 
does the relationship construct or what factors make differences between politicians and 
bureaucrats, and (2) how do the patterns of relationship models influence the governance and 
development? 
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Therefore, my endeavor will be from the different perspective of the previous researches and 
thus this research seems that some (demonstrates in the figure 2.5) systemic/organizational 
and contextual factors or underpinning variables underpin the relationship between politicians 
and bureaucrats. Here (figure 2.5) I have categorized the systemic/organizational and 
contextual variables into the two categories; general composing factors which factors make 
differences between them and model deciding factors. In general, the systemic or 
organizational factors: recruitment, training and motivation, politico-administrative culture, 
legitimacy and style of leadership, professionalism and specialized knowledge and 
Institutional structure as well as contextual factors: social background and role orientation, 
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policy formulation and implementation, regime types and ideology, politicization of 
bureaucracy and self-image and mutual interaction  work as general pull input factors to 
shape the relationships between politicians and bureaucrats. These two kinds of factors go to 
a relationship configuring system box in a politico-bureaucratic system and refined in 
consolidation with the process of dioxide configuration and produce some important 
underpinning variables by the filtering process, which can be identified as relationship model 
deciding factors.  
 
Table 2.2: 
The Theoretical Models of Relationship between Politicians and Bureaucrats with its 
Principal Characteristics and Governance Attributes 
 
Theoretical Models Principal Role Characteristics    Governance Attributes 
 
Dichotomy 
 
 
1. Separate Roles/Duties 
2. Political Neutrality 
3. Professional Competency 
 
1. Political Domination 
2. Democratic Accountability 
3. Both are Professionals 
4. Less Politicization 
5. Mechanistic Interaction 
 
Mutuality 
1. Overlapping Roles/Duties 
2. Political Involvement of Bureaucrats 
3. Political Responsiveness 
1. Mostly Bureaucratic Domination 
2. Joint Accountability 
3. Bureaucrats are Professional 
4. More Politicization 
5. Mutual Interaction  
 
Symbiosis 
1. Separate Roles/Duties with  
    Complementarity 
2. Political Neutrality 
3. Mutual Respect with Self-Identity 
1. Mutual Domination  
2. Shared Accountability 
3. Both are Professional 
4. Less Politicization 
5. Shared and Balance Influence 
  Source: By the Researcher 
 
The model deciding factors that come out by the filtering process generates some decisive 
questions in the process of governance – like the question of domination (who will dominate 
– politicians or bureaucrats?), accountability (what will be their accountability?), 
professionalism (who is more professional? are they reverential to respective professions?), 
politicization (is politicization necessary?) and the self-image and mutual interaction (how do 
they perceive each other and is mutual trust existed between them?). In this connection, the 
relational model depends on how does the political system or legal-institutional framework of 
an institution controls or minimizes these questions. According to the logic of the theoretical 
models that have already developed and shown in the table 2.2, there are some principal 
conditions or characteristics and governance attributes of each and every model.  
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The relational model of politics-bureaucracy relationship can be explained using specific 
theory and can be identified by exploring the constructing factors and governance attributes 
in the institutional structure. If any local government institution follows the principles of 
separate Roles/Duties, Political Neutrality, Professional Competency, then the governance 
attributes will be Political Domination, Democratic Accountability, Both are Professionals, 
Less Politicization, Mechanistic Interaction and ultimately the relationship between 
politicians and bureaucrats would likely to be dichotomous, and both the actors will play the 
game with non-aligned nature of individual interests. This dichotomy model of relationship 
between politicians and bureaucrats and their effects on local governance and development 
can be explained by applying ―principal-agent theory‖ where the elected politicians is 
considered as the principal and the bureaucrats as the agent. In the framework of principal-
agent theory, the institution/s (principal) engages other people or institutional agent to 
perform the functions, deliver the public services on behalf of the principal to the agents by 
the process of power delegation. Of course, there is a substantial difference in the application 
of principal-agent theory in the context of comparative politics and comparative public 
administration and management (Lane, 2005; Lane, 2008).  
 
In comparative politics, the principal-agent theory treats the population as the principal and 
the elected politicians or rulers as the agents of the people (Lane, 2008). On the other hand, in 
comparative public administration ―the principal-agent theory looking upon public 
management as a nexus of contracts between principals and agents at various levels of 
government‖ (lane, 2005:4) and this contract held between politicians and the bureaucrats as 
principal-agent of the governance process. Thus, the principal-agent theory deals with how 
one group of actors (the principal) contracts with another set of actors (the agents) to get 
things done. According to the theory of principal-agent, the relationship between local elected 
politicians and official bureaucrats is considered as hierarchical and bureaucrats will be 
controlled by the elected representatives (Zhang and Lee, 2011). Interestingly, the basic 
problem of principal-agent theory is information asymmetry regarding the interests and 
actions of involving actors in the process of governance as elected politicians and official 
bureaucrats play the game with non-aligned nature of individual interests in the dichotomy 
relationship. For example, if agents in the governing process have different interests from 
their principals, and have better informational positions then it may provide dominant 
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position to the agents than the principals. Thus, these circumstances provide the scope of 
looking for further thinking on relational models and theories.  
 
On the other hand, if the institutional system follows Overlapping Roles/Duties, Political 
Involvement of Bureaucrats, Political Responsiveness, then the governance attribute will be 
Mostly Bureaucratic Domination, Joint Accountability, Bureaucrats are more Professional, 
More Politicization, Mutual Interaction and ultimately it falls then into the second model and 
definitely relationship will be mutual-interactive, and then both the actors will play the game 
with aligned nature of individual interests. This model of relationship provides the scope of 
―cut off power‖ of elected representative and provides partnership with the bureaucrats in the 
process of governance and policy making. Some scholars of public administration want to 
explain this model of relationship between elected politicians and appointed bureaucrats by 
applying the ―transaction cost theory‖ that originated from economics (Zhang and Lee, 2011). 
The transaction cost theory argues that overwhelming power position and ―high-powered 
incentives of elected officials tend to produce dishonesty and opportunism in government‖ 
(Zhang and Lee, 2011:8). The same argument is applicable to the official bureaucrats and 
therefore some writers provide argument in favor of low-powered incentives to ensure 
effective local government, which ultimately provides the idea of balancing between elected 
representatives and bureaucrats in the process of governance. In that case,  the third model 
(rational choice) would be recommended and that is symbiosis whose basic principles are  
Separate Roles/Duties with Complementarity, Political Neutrality, Mutual Respect with Self-
Identity, where governance attribute will be Mutual Domination, Shared Accountability, Both 
are Professional, Less Politicization, Shared and Balance Influence. In sum, the symbiosis is 
neither dichotomy nor mutuality; it‘s a fusion of the above two and this model of relationship 
can be explained by applying the theory of rational choice.
21
 In this research, we want to 
apply these three models to explore which theoretical model fit into the local government of 
Bangladesh.    
2.3.4 Research Hypotheses 
The hypothesis or proposition is a statement of relationship between two or more variables 
that is to be accepted or rejected by the empirical observation. The main objective of this 
                                                          
21
 The concept of symbiotic relation and its conditions has been explained in the last part of the thesis as a 
prospective model of relationship between politicians and bureaucrats. At the same time the theory of rational 
choice and why the symbiosis is the rational choice and would be the balanced model in the relationship has also 
been explained in the last part of the dissertation elaborately.  
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study is to explore the relations between local elected politicians and bureaucrats in 
Bangladesh and how this relations influence the local governance and development.  Thus, 
the general assumption is –distinctive social background and role orientation between the 
local elected politicians and bureaucrats influences to shape the relations between the two 
actors, and politics-bureaucracy relation is neither purely dichotomous nor mutual in the 
sense of political neutrality and responsiveness. Rather, the relationship between local elected 
politicians and bureaucrats is conflictual and ultimately this conflicting relation badly affects 
the level of local governance and development in Bangladesh. This proposition is derived 
from the conceptual and theoretical analysis. Moreover, along with the general assumption, 
this study is conducted on the basis of the following specific research hypotheses which have 
been formulated primarily on the basis of prior general knowledge on politics-bureaucracy 
relations in Bangladesh. These are: 
 
H-1: The distinctive social background and role orientation between the local elected 
politicians and bureaucrats influences to shape the relations between the two actors, and 
politics-bureaucracy relation is neither purely dichotomous nor mutual in the sense of 
political neutrality and responsiveness. 
 
The nature of the relationship between politics and bureaucracy is influenced by a wide range 
of underpinning variables. To explore the politics-bureaucracy relations, it may be more 
fruitful to investigate that underpinning variables. The theoretical perspectives and the 
researches in western democracies clearly show that the dynamics of politics-bureaucracy 
relationship and improved performance of government is dependent upon a several number of 
intervening variables such as social characteristics. As Suleiman (1974:158) noted that ―the 
historical development of the bureaucracy, the ideological heterogeneity of the political 
leaders, the development of the political parties, the importance of patronage in the 
recruitment of the administrative elite, the timing of the introduction of the merit systems in 
recruitment – all of these factors have contributed to shaping the complex and shifting 
perception of roles which leads to complex and changing modes of behavior.‖  
 
Moreover, in the theoretical and analytical perspectives, it has been argued that the politicians 
and the bureaucrats represent two distinct species and there is a significant level of difference 
between them in considering the systemic or organizational and political dynamics of 
politics-bureaucracy relations. Therefore, to visualize the politics-bureaucracy relations, 
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process of governance and development in local government of Bangladesh, a theoretical 
hypothesis has also been set that ―The distinctive social background and role orientation 
between the local elected politicians and bureaucrats influences to shape the relations 
between the two actors.‖ That means there is a significant level of difference between the 
politicians and bureaucrats in consideration of systemic/organizational factors and contextual 
factors that influence to shape the relations between the two actors. More explicitly, if the 
social background and role perceptions that influence to shape the relations between the two 
actors are similar then the relationship is likely to be mutual or cooperative. Alternatively, if 
these characteristics are dissimilar then the relationship is likely to be dichotomous or 
conflicting. 
 
H-2: The patterns of relationships varies with the degree of social characteristics, alignment 
of interests, role perceptions, self-image and mutual interaction between local elected 
politicians and the official bureaucrats and thus the level of Local governance and 
development varies with the patterns of relationship. 
 
Several empirical studies show that distinctive social background, alignment of interests, role 
perceptions, self-image and mutual interaction between local elected politicians and the 
official bureaucrats display different interaction patterns both at the central and the local 
government (Aberbach et al., 1981; Campbell, 1988; Svara, 1990; Ahmed, 2009). This 
different interaction patterns may influence the level of governance and development. Thus, 
how such factors influence the relationship model and the level of local governance and 
development remains a hypothetical question. The logical argument can be provided that 
when the local elected politicians and the local official bureaucrats work together with a 
shared and balanced relation then it can be assumed that the best practice of governance 
occurs that results a proper use of scarce resources for proper development. This theoretical 
proposition implies that, if shared and mutual attitude prevails with high level of self-image 
between the local elected politicians and the appointed official bureaucrats then it enhances 
the level of local governance and development. Alternatively, conflict or fragmentation with 
distorted self-image between local elected politicians and appointed official bureaucrats 
reduces the level of local governance and development. 
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H-3: The institutional structure of local government and regulatory framework of central 
government to control over the local government influence the relationship between 
local elected politicians and appointed official bureaucrats which ultimately affect the 
local governance and development.  
 
This theoretical proposition implies that if the relation between them is shaped and controlled 
by the central government regulations then local bureaucrats are more important actors than 
the local elected politicians. A possible end result is that it will leave little avenue for local 
elected politicians than the local bureaucrats to make priorities and political decisions. Strong 
regulation may then improvise legal power in favor of local bureaucrats and they may use 
this power by overlooking the local politician‘s directions providing the argument that as the 
agent of the central government they should follow the rules and regulations outlined by the 
central government not the directions of the local elected politicians. Thus, local politicians 
feel that local bureaucrats are more powerful than the local elected politicians and therefore 
conflicting relations arise in the governing process of local government. Although Jacobsen 
(2001:1) argued that ―politics and administration is today seen as two overlapping spheres‖ 
and this ―overlapping between politics and administration also opens up for the possibility 
that there may be both conflict and co-operation between politicians and administrators‖. 
Moreover, in this respect the particular proposition is that,if the local government institution 
(Upazila Parishad) is controlled by the regulations of central government then it will 
maneuver the scope for bureaucratic domination resulting conflictual relationship between 
the local elected politicians and the local official bureaucrats which ultimately affect the 
local governance and development. 
 
2.4 Theory and Methodology: Designing the Research Method 
 
In designing the methodological illustration for this research, it is necessary to discuss about 
the ontological and epistemological distinctions and similarities in qualitative and 
quantitative research design and methodology in the perspective of theories in social 
sciences, considering the different theoretical perspectives of social science research to 
provide a comprehensive understanding about how methodology will go for operation as the 
techniques or tools of social research.  
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2.4.1 The Theoretical and Methodological Debate in Social Science Research 
Throughout history, people have attempted to understand their environment and themselves 
and acquired knowledge in various ways (Nachmias and Nachmias, 1996:3). The approaches 
of acquired knowledge can be visualized through acquaintance or through the description of 
the characteristics of certain things, by consciousness, perception and responsiveness, direct 
or intuitive judgment or derived judgment (Ghosh, 1992). Knowledge includes what we know 
about matters of fact as well as the principles and process of inference. Most of what we 
know is a matter of agreement and belief. Little of it is based on personal experience and 
discovery (Babbie, 2005:5). In contrast to knowing things through agreement, we can know 
them through direct experience - through observation. Then the question comes of scientific 
or social research.  
 
The advanced learner‘s dictionary of current English (1952: 1069) lays down the meaning of 
research as ―a careful investigation or inquiry especially through search for new facts in any 
branch of knowledge‖. Research has been called a ―journey of adventure‖ (Miller and 
Crabtree, 1992:3). The word ―Research‖ originated from the old French word ―recerchier‖ 
that means to search again (Sufian, 2009:3). It means that the earlier research was not 
exhaustive and complete in the sense that, there is still room for further more improvement. 
In this connection, further researchers involve in research on that subject for knowledge 
construction more accurately. However, the term ‗Research‘ refers to a systematic approach 
towards intellectually answering questions related to the knowable universe. Research can be 
defined as a specific and systematic search for pertinent information on a specific topic 
(Kothari, 1990:1). This systematic approach lays the theoretical framework. 
 
Thus, social research is about knowing social things or social relations. The term ‗Social‘ 
refers to the relation between and among persons, groups, institutions and larger 
environments. The study of any of these relationships, with an empirical rather than a 
philosophical orientation in called social research (Lin, 1976:1). Social research involves 
engaging with the social world. Blaikie (1993:4) defines it in terms of; exploring, describing, 
understanding, explaining, predicting, changing or evaluating some aspects of the social 
world. So, both the philosophical orientation and empirical observation is the indispensable 
fact for social research which provides the self-evidence to the social researchers in 
knowledge construction. This self-evidence enhances the theoretical framework and makes 
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paradigm. Social research is concerned with gathering data that can help us answering 
questions about various aspects of society and thus can enable us to understand society 
(Baily, 1982:3). Subsequently, social research is concerned with exploring, describing and 
explaining social phenomena involving human behaviour. Young (1975) noted that a social 
research is the systematic method of discovering new facts or verifying old facts, their 
sequences, interrelationships, causal explanation and the natural laws which govern them.  
 
In this research we will explore politics-bureaucracy relations and also verify the existing 
theoretical paradigms in the field. Social Research is by no means an invention of the modern 
social scientists. Social research has been used extensively for more than 2000 years 
(Sarantacos, 1998:1). Systematic writings about the framework of social research can be 
dated back to the ancient Greeks. Greek philosophers such as Socrates, Plato and Aristotle 
provided a foundation of scientific social research and investigated the structure of society 
and the causes of social problems and produce very impressive accounts of social life and of 
society (Burton, 2000:6, Sarantacos, 1998:1).They carried out research at different levels, 
collected information on various social phenomena and interpreted their findings in a political 
and philosophical context (Sarantakos, 1998:1, Stergios, 1991). We found the ‗inductive – 
deductive‘ view of how we obtained systematic knowledge by social research. More 
particularly, another signs of empirical research were shown even before Socrates. Thales, 
Anaximander, Xenophanes and others are the examples of a researcher who applied an 
empirical – rational framework to understand the world of their time. Instead of using the 
traditional explanation based on religious principles, beliefs and superstitions, they applied 
observational method that is called empirical scientific approach.  
 
The work of Greek philosophers was pioneeringin the development of methodologies in 
social science. Many of the methods of these philosophers what they used, are still employed 
by the modern researchers (Sarantacos, 1998:2). This methodological approach introduced by 
the Greek philosophers influenced researchers throughout Europe and become more 
profound, particularly during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the time of scientific 
revolution. The works of Aristotle and other Greek philosophers, from the classical period 
were translated from Greek into Latin and Arabic. In the middle age many researchers 
exhibited a strong interest and affirmed this method in scientific inquiry. Bacon, Descartes 
and Newton related it to the mathematical analysis. Descartes and Locke have identified three 
commonplaces for granted: nature was fixed and stable and to be known by principles of 
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understanding equally fixed, stable and universal; there was a dualism between mind and 
matter and finally, the criterion of knowledge (Cited in Hughes; 1987:9).  
 
During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries thoughtful research was undertaken by social 
researchers to discover regularities in social and economic phenomena. John Stuart Mill was 
more influenced by the Aristotelian method as a prominent example in the modern Europe. 
Mill argued that there were four primary inductive methods which could be used in social 
research. These were agreement, difference, concomitant variations and residues (cited in 
Smith, 2000:8). Mill argued that the process of inference and induction could lead us to 
deduce causal relations. Another pioneer of scientific social research is August Comte who 
introduced the term ‗sociologie‘ in 1822 and launched an intellectual adventure (positivism) 
that is still unfolding today (cited in Babbie, 1995:41). Most importantly, Comte identified 
society as a phenomenon that can be studied scientifically. Before Comte there was no 
uniformity in the approaches and the methodology was used based on relativism, rationalism, 
empirical, speculative, metaphysical and theological thinking. Comte published his work on 
positive philosophy in 1830 and subsequently it became a worldwide movement when it 
announced that the age of ‗speculation‘ and ‗intuition‘ in philosophy was at an end 
(Morrison, 1995:24).  
 
Comte argued that social investigators should not seek explanations of social problems in 
theological principles or metaphysical theories, but rather in society itself and in the structure 
of social relation. Comte separated his inquiry from religion. He felt that society could be 
studied and understood logically, rationally and scientifically, replacing religious belief with 
scientific objectivity, that sociology could be as scientific as biology or physics. In his 
optimism for the foundation and development of social sciences for the future, he coined the 
term positivism to describe this scientific approach (Babbie, 1995:42). After introduction of 
positivism it became the backbone of social sciences in the nineteenth century‘s 
methodological thinking. Social researcher employed scientific methods in the social 
sciences. Comte‘s law of three stages of positivism dramatically influenced the European 
societies and became a dominant scientific social method. Positivism is associated with many 
specific social theories. Best known is its linkage to the structural-functional, rational choice 
and exchange theory frameworks. This method prefers precise quantitative data and often 
uses experiments, surveys and statistics (Neuman, 2003:71). Positivism influenced to 
foundation of a new academic discipline like psychology. Wilhelm Wundt, for instance, 
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established in 1879 in Leipzig the first psychological laboratory. Scientific methods 
dominated the psychological thinking and research of that time (Sarantacos, 1998:3). 
Obviously, many versions of positivism can be observable in the later part of the century. 
Logical positivism was one of them.  
 
A group of academics of the early twentieth century joined in this endeavor. Such as Max 
Weber, Rudolf Carnap, Hans Reichenbach, Bernard Russel, Ludwig Witkenstein and Karl 
Popper were the most influential logical positivists. They argued that logic and empirical 
evidence together provide the avenue for experiencing social reality. This is done through 
operationalization and verification (Sarantacos, 1998:4). Max Weber (2011) argued that 
social science is needed to study meaningful social action or social action with a purpose. 
Karl Popper was the most well-known philosopher who attacked the traditional view and 
established an alternative ‗hypothetico-deductive method‘. Popper holds that science and 
knowledge progress by advancing hypotheses, making deductions from them and using 
observations and experiments continually to test these deductions until they are falsified; then 
revising or changing the hypothesis to cope with this (Smith, 2000:9).  
 
In the later part of twentieth century diverse schools of thought originated and positivism is 
criticized by the several schools of thought. Examples of such schools of thought are 
symbolic interactionism, phenomenology, philosophical hermeneutics and ethno-
methodology. In this stage the domination of positivism and interpretive approach is time out 
and origins of another school of thought that is critical school though and it was launched by 
the Frankfurt school and the Marxian thought in the middle of nineteenth century.           
 
Popper also criticized Marxism for its falsifications. Popper‘s views have also been criticized 
more directly by Thomas Kuhn. Kuhn in his famous writing The Structure of Scientific 
Revolution (1970) argued that though science is a problem solving activity but it cannot 
arrived at an absolute verifiable truth and here he has advanced a demarcation criterion 
between science and no-science. He also inspired to build up a pragmatic paradigm for social 
science. A compromise between the propositions of Popper and Kuhn was advanced by Imre 
Lakatos. Lakatos agree with Kuhn that Popper was wrong in emphasizing falsification as the 
demarcation criterion between science and non-science; but he wished to reject the relativism 
that kuhn was near to espousing. Lakatos sought for ways to keep Popper‘s idea of scientific 
progress, while retaining Kuhn‘s insights into how science actually changes (Lakatos, 1970). 
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In the modern school, we also observe structural-functional explanations of social 
phenomena. This type of explanation is based on an analogy between biology and sociology.  
 
Feminist ideology, approaches of modernism, postmodernism and post structuralism are also 
leading approaches in social science which tries to describe the cause and effect view to study 
of social and natural science (Nashir Uddin and Hamiduzzaman, 2009). The basic similarities 
of all the patterns are searching the truth and application of empirical knowledge in social 
research operations. However, throughout the historical overview many varieties of 
theoretical approaches are found to be employed in social research. We can summarize this as 
the following: 
 
Table-2.3: 
The Major Paradigms and Theoretical Perspectives in Social Sciences 
 
Classical 
School 
Positivistic 
School 
Interpretive 
School 
Critical School Modern School 
Inductive Positivism Phenomenology Critical Sociology Feminism 
Deductive Neopositivism Hermeneutics Conflict Perspectivism 
Realism Methodological 
Positivism 
Symbolic 
Interactionalism  
Nomothetic 
&Ideographic 
Structural-
functionalism 
Idealism Logical 
Positivism 
Constructionism Marxism Modernism 
Empiricism  Psychoanalysis Feminism Post-modernism 
  Ethnology  Post-structuralism 
  Ethnography  Institutionalism 
  Sociolinguistic   
     
Compiled by the researcher in according to Sarantacos (1998:33) and Neuman (2003:68-80).  
 
2.4.2 Research Design and Method of Data Collection 
In the earlier section, I have faced a philosophical and methodological problem in designing 
the theoretical and methodological illustration for this research. A research design is a 
guideline or a plan for proposed research work. There are three types of research design to 
conduct research in social science which include qualitative, quantitative and mixed 
approach. Apparently, qualitative and quantitative methods are mainly used to examine and 
understand the opinions of the respondents on social problems which make generalization 
about the problem and examine the relation among the variables used in research to test 
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theories, respectively, while both are considered in using mixed approach (Creswell, 2008). 
In addition, qualitative method is branded by using open-ended questionnaire in a small 
number of cases and to uncover facts about the social phenomena. On the other hand, 
quantitative method is highly scientific or mathematical, based on structured survey 
interviews using a predetermined closed-ended questionnaire in a huge number of cases with 
mathematical analysis. Nevertheless, there has been an interesting element of debate in the 
premises of social science research as to whether human behaviour can be subjected to 
scientific study using scientific method. In this debate we can find out two schools of thought 
– one those who directly oppose to consider social science research as a scientific research 
and applying scientific methods and paradigms to the study of social sciences. Other schools 
those who support the view that the scientific procedures, characteristics of natural science 
can be applied to social research. The proponents of this school try to furnish their arguments, 
infavouring the discussion of historical and philosophical theoretical view point of social 
research that we have already observed from the methodological debates in social sciences.  
 
Therefore, diverse approaches with diverse theoretical backgrounds and different methods 
and techniques, all of which appear to be equally acceptable, equally valid and equally 
legitimate. All the approaches are tried to examine the truth and reality of the knowledge of 
the social world from different aspects. Thus, in the application of both qualitative and 
quantitative methodologies, there are two conceptual rigors – philosophical and procedural 
(Bevir, 2004; Dodge et al., 2005; Guba & Lincoln, 2005; Yanow, 2004). For philosophical 
rigor, researchers must show that their work sheds light on something of practical and 
theoretical importance in a manner that is reasonable, and procedurally researcher must 
clearly explain how he or she obtains, analyzes and reports data (Stout, 2013). The 
philosophical rigor of this study has already been discussed earlier in this chapter. In 
providing the procedural explanation of methodological implication; this study is conducted 
by following mixed approach, combining both qualitative and quantitative research design 
and methodology. Spicer (2010) advocates for this approach and balance between qualitative 
and quantitative approaches. Schatzman and Strauss (1973) termed this combining approach 
as ‗methodological pragmatism‘.  
 
To achieve the aims and goals of this study, survey and case study methods have been 
applied. This inquiry draws on case studies of Seven Upazila Parishads in Bangladesh by 
following field survey based on semi-structured questionnaire. As using questionnaire for 
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conducting social research is often regarded as an appropriate strategy when is required to 
collect standardized data for a considerable amount of targeted respondents from many 
different locations (Babbie, 1995). Thus, the study has been conducted by the two sources of 
data; primary and secondary. Primary data were collected from the respondents through 
direct interview by using semi-structured questionnaire (mixture of close-ended and open-
ended). Along with the semi-structured questionnaire, the interviews were conducted in a 
conversational style and the discussions were frequently wide ranging during the discussion 
of qualitative open-ended questionnaire. The time schedule of each respondent was one to 
one and half hours. Respondents were representative categories in nature, the local elected 
politicians, government official bureaucrats and mass people. Sample selection process were 
quota and purposive. Total sample size was 280 from the selected seven Upazilas. Table 2.3 
and 2.4 shows the distribution of the sample and the demographic characteristics of the 
respondents. The sample sizes that have been shown in the tables were uniform in character 
across the selected upazilas. It is tried to incorporate the respondent from all sphere of the 
social strata.  
 
Table 2.4: 
Sample Distribution 
Division District Upazila Number and Categories of Sample Total 
Politicians Bureaucrats General 
People 
Dhaka Dhaka Savar 10 10 20 40 
Chitagong Brahmonbaria Nasirnagar 10 10 20 40 
Rajshahi Bogra Shajahanpur 10 10 20 40 
Khulna Jehnaidah Moheshpur 10 10 20 40 
Sylhet Sunamgonj Sunamgonj Sadar 10 10 20 40 
Barisal Pirojpur Pirojpur Sadar 10 10 20 40 
Rangpur Rangpur Kaunia 10 10 20 40 
Total 70 70 140 280 
 
 
The demographic variables of the sample respondent also show the like representation. 
Secondary data and information were collected from the published books, journals, 
newspapers, articles and internet, which were related to the study. Thus, for the purpose of 
this study, many theoretical literatures have been reviewed relating to the research. The study 
area was the local government of Bangladesh (Upazila Parishad) which has been selected as 
the research field and unit of analysis. Also with the aim to classify predictor variables and 
build statistical models to explain the observed patterns of the relationship, the research 
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strategy involves a cross-sector comparison by explanatory qualitative and quantitative data 
analysis, primarily based on survey methodology (perceptual data) partially validated by 
document analysis (objective data). Thus despite the using of qualitative approach of data 
analysis, quantitative approach has also been followed to measure the relational effects on 
local governance and development.   
 
Table 2.5 
Demographic Variables of the Sample Respondents 
 
Category of the Sample Respondents 
Politicians Bureaucrats Mass People Total (No & %) 
Variable Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Age Group         
20-30 0 0.0 4 5.7 21 15.0 25 8.93 
31-40 14 20.0 33 47.1 55 39.3 102 36.43 
41-50 25 35.7 17 24.3 34 24.3 76 27.14 
51-60 22 31.4 16 22.9 21 15.0 59 21.07 
61+ 9 12.9 0 0 9 6.4 18 6.43 
Total 70 100 70 100 140 100 280 100 
Gender         
Male 63 90 56 80 107 76.4 226 80.71 
Female 7 10 14 20 33 23.6 54 19.29 
Total 70 100 70 100 140 100 280 100 
Education Level         
No Education 0 0 0 0 10 7.1 10 3.57 
Below Secondary 14 20.0 0 0 37 26.4 77 27.5 
Secondary  11 15.7 0 0 14 10 25 8.93 
Higher Secondary  11 15.7 0 0 11 7.9 22 7.86 
Graduate 25 35.7 15 21.4 37 26.4 77 27.5 
Post Graduate 9 12.9 55 78.6 31 22.1 94 33.93 
Total 70 100 70 100 140 100 280 100 
Occupation         
Agriculture 9 12.9 0 0 20 14.3 29 10.36 
Service 5 7.1 70 100 36 25.7 111 39.64 
Business 27 38.6 0 0 24 17.1 51 18.21 
Business and 
Politics 
15 21.4 0 0 0 0 15 5.36 
Teaching 3 4.3 0 0 24 17.1 27 9.64 
Others 11 15.7 0 0 36 25.7 47 16.79 
Total 70 100 70 100 140 100 280 100 
 
Source: Field Survey 
 
The comparative analyses of the findings with each other of demographic characteristics such 
as age, occupation, education and gender of the respondents of this study reveals a big gap 
among the respondents of three categories. Table 2.5 shows that, most of the local 
respondents 63.57% (politicians 55.7, bureaucrats 71.4 and general people 63.6 respectively 
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in their specific categories) belonged to the 31-50 age category. More particularly, 25 
(8.93%) of the respondents were aged 20-30, 102 (36.43%), were aged 31-40, 76 (27.14%) 
were aged group 41-50, and the remainder were aged 51-80. The sample politicians and 
bureaucrats in the survey ranged from twenty to sixty plus of years of age. The minimum age 
for joining to the bureaucracy is 21 and get retired is 59 while to be elected as a 
representative the age limit is 25 and there is no age limit of politicians to get retirement from 
politics. Thus politicians are seemed to be more aged than bureaucrats. Similarly, education 
is one of the important factors that help a person acquire leadership roles in politics and 
administration. From the demographic data of the respondents contain in the same table 
shows that most of the respondents are educated in general. Nevertheless comparatively local 
bureaucrats are more educated that local politician.
22
 Among the respondents of the seven 
Upazilas 10 (3.57%) respondents are uneducated, and all of them are general people. 77 
(27.5%) are under secondary and 25 (8.93%) hold secondary education while 77 (27.5%) and 
94 (33.93%) respondents are hold the graduate and post-graduate degree respectively. 
Among the graduates and post graduates degree holders 25 (35.7%) and 9(12.9%) are 
politicians while 15(21.4%) and 55(78.6%) are bureaucrats respectively.   
 
The findings (based on demographic survey data) of this study reveal an important 
occupational shift in the background of the respondents; formerly agriculture would have 
been the dominant occupation with some other professions, but in the survey many 
respondents were involved in business, politics and services (both government and private). 
Table 2.5 shows that among the respondents only 29 (10.36%) were involved in agriculture 
whereas 51 (18.21%) in business. Although 111 (39.64%) respondents were in service but 
among them all 70 (100%) bureaucrats were in service while 5(7.1%) politicians were 
involved in service. Interestingly, most of the local politicians 27 (38.6%) were involved in 
business and 15 (21.4%) were involved in both business and politics. In considering gender 
category, 226 (80.71%) were male and 54 (19.29%) were female. Among the total politicians 
and bureaucrats 63 (90.0%) were male and 7 (10.0%) were female while 56 (80.0%) were 
male and 14 (20.0%) were female respectively. On the other hand, this proportion was 107 
(76.4%) and 33 (23.6%) in the context of general people.   
                                                          
22
 More comprehensive analysis on comparative study on social background of local elected politicians and 
bureaucrats has been shown in the empirical chapter six of this study. 
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Research Ares are shown in the Map of Bangladesh 
 
 
Table 2.6: 
Research Design and Methodological Overview at a Glance 
 
Research Design…………………. 
Research Method………………... 
Research Strategy……………….. 
Research Area…………………… 
Data Source……………………… 
Data Collection Method…………. 
Sampling Procedure……………... 
Data Analysis……………………. 
Mixed (Both Qualitative & Quantitative) 
Field Survey and Case Study 
Theoretical and Analytical Framework 
Local Government of Bangladesh (selected UZP) 
Primary and Secondary 
Direct Interview by using Semi-Structured Questionnaire 
Purposive Categories 
Using both Qualitative and Quantitative Techniques 
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2.5 Conclusion 
 
From the above theoretical discussion it can be said that politics-bureaucracy relation in 
public sector organizations has become a core concept for scholars and practitioners with an 
interest in public sector management and public administration. Scholars have attempted to 
describe and explain models of relations in different perspectives. In the academic discourse 
of political science and public administration, the issue of politics-bureaucracy relationships, 
their governance and performance, autonomy and control of such organizations are becoming 
quite popular as the focus of theoretical and empirical from different angles. One notable 
thing is that we observe the paradigm shifts of the theoretical perspectives on politics-
bureaucracy relations. And scholars are frequently searching for proper paradigm using more 
theoretical or argumentive method rather than more extensive empirical inquiry.  
 
Of course, some empirical studies on politics-bureaucracy relations are also observable. But 
the empirical evidence that underpins the narrative is by its very nature different 
understandings of politics-bureaucracy relations. In general, they found that politicians and 
bureaucrats play distinctive roles in a policy making process in western democracies. On the 
other hand, relations in developing countries did not shape in a certain character and still it is 
under construction by following different theoretical models, notes and suggestions. Another 
notable thing is that, throughout the last two centuries the process of bureaucratization in the 
administration has been significantly speeded up and now bureaucracy has become a 
dominant institution indeed. Once upon a time, the western scholars who embraced the 
bureaucratic domination in the administration now they are in doubt whether the rational type 
of bureaucracy is advisable for or striking a balance?  
 
Keeping in mind the above overall scenario we have tried to figure out the theoretical 
paradigmatic perspectives from the existing literatures and an attempt has been made to 
modify of the theoretical perspective by discussing the key variations and effectual 
deficiencies among the existing models, providing the argument that these theoretical models 
are not identical and their characteristics are overlapping with either dichotomy or mutuality. 
We also wanted to propose a logical modification of the existing relationship models by 
explaining some underpinning variables which underpin the relationship between politicians 
and bureaucrats in governance. In doing so, we have considered the philosophical principles, 
composing factors, process of governance and effectual deficiencies of every theoretical 
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perspectives and overall underpinning variables which underpin the relationship between 
politicians and bureaucrats in any political systems. Finally, we proposed a prospective 
theoretical model of relationship – symbiosis – a specialized kind of relationship between 
politicians and bureaucrats in which each actor provides for the other the conditions 
necessary for its continued existence. This prospective model will be tasted along with other 
two existing models by following the stated analytical framework in this research. 
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Chapter – 3: Politics-Bureaucracy Relations in Comparative 
Perspectives 
 
 
3.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter includes the analysis of politics-bureaucracy relations, governance and 
development from comparative perspectives. Although what short of lesson could be 
achieved from comparative discussion is a very speculative phenomenon (Caiden, 2013) but 
curiosity in comparative politics, and comparative administration lies for many reasons, and it 
improvises many varieties of questions, i.e. why one system is different from that of others? 
Which one is better and why? Besides, in order to see the bigger picture of politics-
bureaucracy relations, and in understanding or analyzing a particular case from the broader 
perspective, comparison is a very useful in comparative politics and comparative public 
administration. It would be tempting to explore cross-national comparisons in some cases for 
fascinating insights into comparative politics and administration. In addition, regardless of 
the type of methods employed in social research, comparison is the very essence of the 
scientific method (Almond, 1965; Almond and Powell, 1966). While studies of individual 
cases may engender findings from own interest and values, but their theoretical significance 
and value can only be assessed in a comparative context. Thus, Rohr (1993:473) said ―The 
purpose of comparative studies is to learn, not to imitate. One learns about one‘s own country 
by studying other countries‖. Moreover, without a comparative theoretical framework one 
cannot ascertain the theoretical and empirical specificities of the individual cases (Pierre, 
1995).  
 
Thus, this section includes the discussion on politics-bureaucracy relations in comparative 
perspective with three sub-sections. In the first sub-section, politics-bureaucracy relations in 
ancient societies: it includes the analysis on politics-bureaucracy relations in the 
administration of great empires and civilizations namely Persian, Egyptian, Chinese, Roman, 
and Indian civilization. In the second, politics-bureaucracy relations in western democracies: 
here attention and case focuses in the context of politics-bureaucracy relations in the USA, 
UK, France and Germany and thirdly, politics-bureaucracy relations in developing world 
perspectives; case focuses particularly on South Asia. This comparison will provide a 
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comprehensive understanding of politics-bureaucracy relations in different countries and also 
will provide the framework to analyze the Bangladesh case.  
 
3.2 Politics-Bureaucracy Relations in Ancient Societies 
 
The history of bureaucratic role in governance and development along with political 
leadership is very old. As stated in the previous chapter that although the term ‗bureaucracy‘ 
was not coined and popularized until eighteen century but the concept of bureaucracy based 
rule and administration is much older. Perhaps, bureaucracy is one of the most enduring 
institutions of governance and administration that has survived several millennia (Farazmand, 
2010). As an ancient institution of government and administration, bureaucracy has its root in 
the deep past. The existence of ancient bureaucracy can be found in the administration of 
great Empires and civilizations namely Persian, Egyptian, Chinese, Roman, Prussian and 
Indian civilization (Beyer, 1959; Farazmand, 2009). The Persian bureaucracy was the 
pioneering amongst the ancient bureaucracy. The earliest origin of Persian bureaucracy dates 
back to about 10,000 years beginning in ancient Susa and Sumer (which was ancient 
civilization and historical region in southern Mesopotamia and Babylonian) where an 
emergent class of scribers administered the harvest and allocated its spoils (Farazmand, 
2009:2-3). The bureaucracy of the Persian Empire was a formidable institution of 
administration and governance with high expertise and prestige under the political control of 
the king or Emperor (Farazmand, 2009a).  
 
The bureaucracy in Egypt records go back as far as the fourth millennium B. C. At this time 
Egypt‘s government was best dynamic and bold in action and sophisticated in administration 
(Beyer, 1959).  The Egyptian old Empire was essentially a unitary administrative system with 
the head of the king or Pharaoh. Theoretically, the king was a god as well as a political ruler, 
and all powers (legislative, executive and judicial) were vested in him (Beyer, 1959). There 
was a hierarchal system of bureaucracy under the king. All members of the bureaucracy were 
fulltime and paid employees with training and own promotion ladder. Roman imperial 
bureaucracy was also developed. It was structured with class lines. Roman bureaucracy was 
divided into three distinct divisions; upper division, intermediate division and lower division 
(Beyer, 1959). They were appointed by the Emperor and served during his pleasure.   
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An outstanding example of a traditional bureaucratic system was imperial China (Wittfoget, 
1957). Chinese imperial bureaucracy was a great impression of bureaucratic structure with 
fixed role before thousands years ago. Chinese imperial government used to recruit talented 
persons as a bureaucrat for life time of service within the bureaucratic ranks (Herson, 1957). 
In China, the bureaucratic system has been in the place since, at least 200 BC, and has played 
a crucial role in the preservation of the empire (Das, 2013). Chinese imperial bureaucracy 
enjoyed the discretion of policy-making along with the provision of loyalty to the 
administrative system. Their functional spirit was the ideals and ethics and the 
responsibilities to the greater society as well, not only to the imperial government. But they 
used to work in an organized system of centralized direction and control of political 
leadership. As a result, the Chinese imperial bureaucracy was turned into an aristocracy of 
educated scholar-officials into supporting a centralized monarchy and the idea of a 
centralized state by following the Confucian thought (Subramaniam, 2009:59). Herson 
(1957:45-48) observed that the imperial civil service operated their function in a mixture of 
governmental absolutism and freedom from restraint. The Emperor acted almost exclusively 
upon the advice of the bureaucracy. Bureaucracy was merit based, nonbiased, truthful, and 
competence. Especially during the Qin Dynasty (221-207 BC) and Han Dynasty (202 BC- 
220 AD). They also exercised discretion within the boundary of imperial policy. Policy 
decision making was in upward approach – decisions made in the provinces to emperor and 
his councils. Tax collection, protection of empire, law and order and welfare activities were 
the major functions of imperial Chinese bureaucracy.   
 
Like China, the Indian subcontinent had a long and rich bureaucratic administrative 
experience before being colonized (Caiden, 2013). The Indian legacy of bureaucracy has 
made a widespread contribution to modern public administration in the third world, mainly 
through the agency of the British Empire (Subramaniam, 2009). A strong legacy of 
bureaucracy in the ancient empire of Indian Subcontinent can be recorded during the 
Mauryan Empire. The structure and process of ancient Indian bureaucracy can be traced from 
the famous contemporary work - Kautilya‘s Arthastra (Sastry, 1967). This source of Indian 
imperial bureaucracy exhibits the details of its administration, roles and functions of 
bureaucracy and the relationships between politics and administration. The administrative 
structure of the imperial administration was three tires: Minister (Mantrin or Mahamatra), a 
council of Minister (Mantri Parishad) and Civil Servant or Bureaucracy (Amatyas or 
Sachivas) in a clear hierarchy and they were under the great Empire (Subramaniam, 2009).  
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The qualifications necessary in order to be appointed as a civil servant were: loyalty and 
integrity to the king or emperor. On the whole, During the Mauryan Empire, there was an 
elaborate system of bureaucracy and an array of offices, stretching from villages to the 
central departments manned by bureaucracy with specific duties and responsibilities (Das, 
2013:5). This system was continued in the Delhi Sultanate and until Mughal Empire in the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. During the Sultanate period, the bureaucrats were also 
selected on the basis of their loyalty to the ruler and were given them land grants for 
rendering their services, and they also exercised political, judicial and administrative powers. 
The Mughal rulers also followed the administrative system of Sultanate. But they controlled 
the bureaucracy by giving them land temporary basis and by transferring the civil servants 
from one place to another very frequently (Das, 2013). The bureaucrats, who were engaged in 
Mughal administration exploited and oppressed the people to satisfy their master.  As a result, 
it was declined by anarchy when the British East India Company began its business in the 
Indian Subcontinent. That was initiated another history of Indian bureaucracy.  
 
To sum up from the above analysis, it reveals that there was a similarity among the 
bureaucracy of the ancient empires and bureaucracy was an instrument and assisting force to 
the political leadership as Riggs (2009:86) comments ―there are no doubts that originally 
rulers created bureaucracies to serve them as instruments of administration to implement their 
policies.‖ In those early civilizations, bureaucracy was considered ―as a state apparatus‖ and 
overall they were involved in law and order maintenance, policy implementation of 
developmental and monumental works (Farazmand, 2009). 
 
3.3. Politics-Bureaucracy Relations in Modern Western Democracies 
 
This section includes the analysis of politics-bureaucracy relations in western democracies. 
Although formulating general principles concerning politics and administration of western 
democracies may be difficult enough as the scholars and researchers contain different views 
over the relations between politics and bureaucracy in western democracies. Therefore, the 
case focus will be drowned in the context of the USA, UK, France and Germany keeping in 
mind the variables of politico-bureaucratic culture and values, policy domination, 
professionalism, politicization, and the process of governance.  
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3.3.1 Politics-Bureaucracy Relations in United States of America 
In the context of the USA, the civil service system is generally known as the ―spoils system‖ 
deriving its name from the saying ―to the victory belong the spoils‖. U.S Bureaucracy 
survives with its presidential survival. Observing this character of U.S civil service, Mills 
(1959) wrote that- 
 
“The civilian government of the United States never has had and does not now have a genuine bureaucracy.‖ 
He also noted that ―There is no civil service career that is secure enough, there is no administrative corps that is 
permanent enough, to survive a change-over of political administration in the United States. Neither 
professional party politicians nor professional bureaucrats are now at the executive centers of decision. Those 
centers are occupied by the political directorate of the power elite (1959:237-241).  
 
In 1989, Nation Commission on Public Service which is mostly known as the Volker 
Commission expressed the same concern that public service in the United States is ―neither as 
attractive as it once was not as effective in perceived needs‖ (cited in Suleiman, 2005:203). 
The politico-bureaucratic culture of USA reveals that the dominant executive position of the 
president has contributed tremendously to the ability of the chief executive to control 
bureaucracy and to use it to its advantages vis-à-vis the legislature (Farazmand, 1997a). This 
has had serious ramifications for the democratic process, for the legislative representative 
body has been weakened in favor of the presidency (Rosenbloom, 1993).  
 
This is why, over the last few decades, many of the recent studies in the context of United 
States show that scholars are divided into two sharp divisions. One those who found clear 
evidence of political or Congressional influence over the bureaucracy and bureaucratic 
agencies (Moynihan and Roberts, 2010; Weingast and Moran, 1983; Moe, 1985; Scholz, 
1991; Wood and Anderson, 1993). On the other hand, others however, found that politicians 
are inattentive to bureaucracy and the height policy making body Congress neither wielded 
any influence on bureaucracy or use limited devises that it has (Dodd and Schoott, 1986; 
Eisner and Meier, 1990; Meier, 1997; Weaver and Longoria, 2002; Shipan, 2004). They put 
forward the idea that bureaucracy as a politically neutral state apparatus which merely 
implement the policies adopted by the elected politicians.  
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Table 3.1: 
Administrative Ideas in the American Political Tradition 
 
 Wilsonian           
Balance of 
Power 
Madisonian            
Hierarchical 
 Wilsonian           
Balance of 
Power 
 
Madisonian 
Hierarchical 
Hamiltonian 
String-
executive/ 
Top-down 
Strong executive 
Top-down 
accountability 
Hierarchical 
authority 
Centered on non-
bureaucratic 
institutions 
Focus on political 
power 
Top-down 
accountability 
 
Hamiltonian 
String-
executive/ 
Top-down 
Traditional public 
administration 
Principle agent 
theory 
New public 
management 
NPR 
Downsizing 
Performance 
measurement 
Procurement 
reform  
Bureaucratic politics 
Implementation 
Game theory 
Institutional choice 
Congressional/Presi
dential dominance   
Jeffersonian 
Weak-
executive/ 
Bottom-up 
Weak executive 
Bottom-up 
accountability  
Responsiveness to 
citizens 
Centered on non-
bureaucratic 
institutions 
Focus on local 
control 
Bottom-up 
responsiveness  
Jeffersonian 
Weak-
executive/ 
Bottom-up 
NPR 
Employee 
empowerment  
Customer service 
Network theory 
Source: Adapted from Kettl (2000) with some modifications by the researcher 
 
However, in the American context, there is a peculiar usage of the term bureaucracy. Only 
merit-based careerists – those with long term tenure – were seen as bureaucrats and 
politically neutral, whereas transients – holding public office for a limited period of time – 
were redefined as political appointees and hence not bureaucrats. This pattern has 
fundamental political and administrative consequences that lead to a highly dispersed pattern 
of bureaucratic politics (Riggs, 2009:99). Kettl (2000) studied the philosophical and 
theoretical history of American public administration and he found that the four influences – 
Hamiltonian, Jeffersonian, Wilsonian, and Madisonian (shown in the table 3.1) – have 
become the bedrock of American public administration and these four traditions have formed 
the basic choices that face the American system. He also observed that these four recurring 
political values have shaped American public administration for a century and are likely to 
continue to do so in the twenty-first century (Kettl, 2000:28). 
 
American politico-bureaucratic culture reveals that the US Constitution vests the President 
with extraordinary powers to appoint political executives, which Moe (1985a) termed 
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‗presidential politicization of bureaucracy‘, at the same time merit-based competitive 
selection of bureaucracy based on the Legislative Act 1883, which is mostly known as 
‗Pendleton Act‘ and it was derived from the British reform experience between 1850 and 
1870 (Van Riper, 1997). In the USA, the top of the bureaucratic pyramid is almost 
exclusively reserved for partisan appointments. It is estimated that the president has 
approximately three thousands political appointments to reshuffle his new office. This 
includes not only secretaries, under-secretaries, and assistant secretaries but numerous other 
appointments that fall under this category, including judges and ambassadors (Suleiman, 
2005:217). Consequently, more or less every president emphasizes to appoint political 
appointees as ‗chief executive‘ with a clearly defined separation/subordinate relationship 
between political executives and the career bureaucrats (Ingraham et al. 1995; Moynihan and 
Roberts, 2010). But all presidents did not respond to the same way and to the same degree as 
Nixon did, albeit not very successfully, or Reagan and Bush who did it very successfully 
(Suleiman, 2005). In the initial stage, competitive appointment was nearly 10% of all 
positions, whereas this rose to more than 85% by the early 1980s (Ali, 2004: 38).  
 
Moreover, in 1978, the previous Act revised and the new Civil Service Act enhanced the 
opportunity of the government to appoint political appointees not only in the mid-level of 
bureaucracy but also in the Senior Executive Service (SES). As a result, ―the total number of 
senior executives and presidential appointees grew from 451 in 1960 to 2393 in 1993, a 430 
percent increase‖ (Light, 1995:7). The purposes of their appointment are to provide new 
policy directives and innovative approaches to public administration (Ingraham, 1987). But 
the career bureaucrats often see these political appointees as short-term and sometimes 
misguided members of the organization who do not have the ability to provide the long-term 
leadership necessary for significant policy change (Ingraham et al, 1995). In this regard, 
Carroll (1997) has identified three legal war fares on and over American government. The 
behavior of political and career bureaucrats is one of them.  
 
As a result, a complex relationship prevails between the politicians and bureaucrats in the 
context of America. According to Aberbach and Rockman, (1988:607) ―In the American 
case, the constitutional basis of hierarchical command is absent or, more properly, it is plural 
and thus potentially contradictory.‖ Constitutionally, American government is usually 
described as embodying a division of power, but in practice, it is more accurately described 
as ―separated institutions sharing powers in functions‖ with politics and administration 
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(Aberbach et al, 1981:22). They also claimed that there is a balance and shared responsibility 
between politics and bureaucracy in American governance. For this reason, American 
political system does not allow enough power at any particular hand of neither politicians nor 
administrators. Svara (1999, 2001) has identified this process as an implicit model of 
complementarity of politics and administration. In Richard Nathan‘s words ―it is the 
wonderfully animated, competitive, and open character of the American political system that 
distinguishes it among the democracies of the Western world‖ (sited in Aberbach and 
Rockman, 1988:607).  
 
In recent study, Moynihan and Roberts, (2010); Aberbach and Rockman, (2006) find tighter 
political control over the federal bureaucracy and over politicized presidency during the 
Nixon administration to the tenure of president George W. Bush and the over influence of 
NPM. On the other hand, Weaver and Longoria (2002) explained the exercise of 
administrative discretion by bureaucracy in the policy process of USA. They assumed over 
power exercise of bureaucracy in USA as ―the king can do no wrong to the administration 
can do no wrong.‖ Meier (1997:196) noted that ―our basic problem of governance is that the 
long running interplay between bureaucracy and expertise on one hand, and responsiveness 
and democracy (read electoral institutions) on the other hand, has swung too far in the 
direction of democracy.‖ In this context of American democracy, he suggested to follow the 
Wilsonian spirit to find out a proper balance between the two in the case for more 
bureaucracy and less democracy.  
 
 
Shipan (2004) observed the relationship between the elected politicians and the bureaucrats in 
the context of Congressional influence and oversight on policy making. He found that 
political bureaucracies make the overwhelming majority of public policy decisions in the 
United States and under certain conditions, the bureaucracy is responsive to the preferences 
of politicians and congressional influence, but under other conditions bureaucracy can act 
autonomously. He also found that for a variety of reasons like; competing demands, lack of 
time, and expertise politicians delegate their powers to bureaucracy. On the other hand, Riggs 
(2009a); Aberbach and Rockman, (2000; 2006) tried to intermesh between these two ideas. 
Riggs (2009a) has noted the US bureaucracy as ―a semi-powered‖. He said that we need to 
understand four factors that affect the power position and the relations between politics and 
administration in America: (1) the creation of a nonpartisan professionalized career system, 
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(2) continuing reliance on politically appointed transients and nonpartisan consultants, (3) the 
influence of federalism, and (4) the impact of private enterprise as manifested in the use 
nongovernmental organizations to implement many public policies (Riggs, 2009a:157). 
Aberbach and Rockman (2000; 2006) have identified that both the politicians and bureaucrats 
participate in the policy making process with the distinctive contributions. Bureaucrats bring 
neutral expertise, facts and knowledge, whereas politicians bring political sensitivity, 
interests and values. They also noticed the clear influence of NPM in the present American 
context.  
 
In recent study, Spicer (2010) has also identified the pattern of relationship between politics 
and administration in America as ‗balance between politics and bureaucracy‘. Although 
Aberbach et al, (1981) have discovered the peculiar effects of American political institutions, 
which seen to blur the differences between politicians and bureaucrats that are so sharp in 
Europe. They noted that the mutual respect between politicians and bureaucrats, and a fairly 
clear sense of the division of labor are characteristic of Britain, which is complex in the US 
system. By contrast, the parliamentary systems of government have greater control over the 
executive and appear to be more representative and democratic than the dominant presidential 
systems (Farazmand, 1997a). To sum up, the bureaucracy is more powerful in the United 
States, but they are not autonomous as is the United Kingdom and other European countries.  
 
3.3.2 Politics-Bureaucracy Relations in United Kingdom 
In the context of the UK, the development of bureaucracy and the relations between 
politicians and bureaucrats went through various institutional adaptations in different phases 
and it depends on a number of elements. A doctrine of ministerial responsibility and 
organizational arrangement of bureaucracy play crucial role in determining the relationship 
between ministers and bureaucracy (Steel, 1979). It is argued that attributes of permanency, 
merit based competitive selection and political neutrality is essentially a British creation. But 
before eighteenth century the structure of the British bureaucracy was amorphous and the 
appointment of bureaucracy depended on the pleasure of those in power (Das, 2013). Parris 
(1969) in this respect noted that ―it was not permanent, it was not civil and it was not a 
service‖ (cited in Ali, 2004:32). Following the industrial revolution there was an expansion of 
government functions and rise of the organized party system as well as after the First World 
War, more specialist and generalist bureaucratic system were introduced into the governance. 
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The modern British civil service was created in the wake of the Northcote- Trevelyan 
blueprint in the late nineteenth century and it is appeared to exemplify the main features of 
dichotomy between the politicians and bureaucrats (Bulmer, 1988). Thus, for developed a 
culture of Whitehall model of relationship and the Whitehall model was shaped by the history 
of the British state, not by the abstract principles. That is why Drewry and Butcher (1991) 
have referred to the emergence of British bureaucracy as the constitutional bureaucracy. 
Therefore, we will discuss politics-bureaucracy relations in UK in the context of Whitehall 
model, its change and continuity. Because, scholars and practitioners have been studying 
Whitehall model, its‘ essential characteristics, and its evolution for decades, and the 
relationship between politicians and bureaucrats in Britain, long stable and promoted around 
the world as the Whitehall model of how to link bureaucrats and politicians (Bulmer, 1988; 
Campbell & Wilson, 1995; Richards, 2008; Burnham and Pyper, 2008; Greer and Jarman, 
2010). 
Both structurally and geographically, the British political system is highly centralized and 
executive dominated, where many policy decisions are determined by the interaction between 
politicians and bureaucrats, although Whitehall departments do not share their powers with a 
regional or state tier of government (Bulmer, 1988). The British executive branch consists of 
two very different elements; career politicians and the career bureaucrats who share in the 
formulation and implementation of public policy. To understand the politics-bureaucracy 
relation in the Whitehall model one needs to understand the world of the politicians and the 
world of the bureaucrats and the interaction between the two, which is guided by certain 
principles and expectations that together constitute the Whitehall model (Campbell & Wilson, 
1995:9). In the Whitehall model, elected politicians enjoy constitutional supremacy over the 
bureaucracy. But the British politicians are dependent to a quite extraordinary degree on 
permanent bureaucrats not only for policy advice and administrative support but for staff and 
political assistance.  
 
This is why, Greer and Jarman (2010) studied Whitehall model in terms of a few basic 
characteristics, including lifetime employment, generalism, internal labour markets, political 
neutrality, and a relatively high degree of professional autonomy. At the same time, there are 
a number of characteristics of British bureaucracy that contribute to the distinctiveness of the 
Whitehall model. The Merit based competitive selection, permanency and political neutrality 
were the essentially major characteristics of British Whitehall model of bureaucracy. 
Although Richard Rose has noted that the Whitehall model demands not that civil servants be 
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non-political but that they be politically promiscuous (Rose, 1987) and Campbell & Wilson 
(1995) noted that there can be almost universal agreement that the British bureaucracy does 
not match the Weberian vision of a rationally organized hierarchy of expert and it is quite 
wrong to think that civil servants are separated from politics. However, it was a system in 
which bureaucracy recruited to give policy advice and political assistance to the politicians 
according to the British political context. In this model, the politicians were dependent on 
bureaucrats both for the policy advice and for the implementation of the policies. The 
Whitehall model has therefore rested on a very close partnership between politicians and 
bureaucrats. In this model politicians come and go but bureaucrats are unchanged and always 
been there. The British pattern of relations between politicians and bureaucrats – what we 
might call the ―Whitehall Model‖– the distinctive relationship between politicians and 
bureaucrats has also been of tremendous significance in the comparative perspective of 
bureaucratic management (Wilson and Barker, 2003). The Whitehall model was distinct and 
noticeably different from the practices of other countries.  In this respect Wilson and Barker 
(2003:350) observed that –  
 
British politicians relied more or less exclusively on higher civil servants for advice on the advantages and 
disadvantages of potential new policies and on how to implement them. British politicians had no cabinets on 
the French model, no team of officials openly allied with their party (as in Germany) or large numbers of 
political appointees occupying all high-level posts (as in the United States). Instead, British politicians forming a 
government after winning an election accepted that their closest advisers should be the civil servants who had 
worked for their opponents until Election Day. The system, of course, had its advantages. A newly elected 
government could set to work on its program immediately, rather than spending months constructing a new 
administration (as in the United States). Nonetheless, it was remarkable that politicians from ideologically 
distinctive parties should have accepted for so long relying so heavily on officials who had worked closely with 
their opponents. 
 
However, in the last quarter of the twentieth century, this Whitehall model of relations 
witnessed considerable changes by following the report of the Fulton Committee in 1968, 
dissatisfactions of both the Conservative and the Labour governments, and the influence of 
academic criticisms by the writers of NPM school of thought. The prominent complain to the 
Whitehall model bureaucracy by the politicians was that the civil servants failed to provide 
necessary political assistance and it was inadequate to serve their political needs (Wilson and 
Barker, 2003).  
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On the other hand, many academic writings criticized the service delivery mechanisms of 
bureaucracy. Heclo and Wildavsky (1974) described both politicians and service bureaucrats 
alike as ―political administrators‖. Christoph (1975) observed that officials not only weigh 
rival interests but identify with some more than others in advising ministers. He has also 
argued that ―higher British civil servants do not take an active role in partisan politics. Their 
identification with one party over others is sublimated, both by temperament and by 
requirements and etiquette of their calling. Thus, they seldom bring to their tasks the passions 
of the true believer (at least in traditional political terms), and they cannot be appealed too 
easily on the basis of fraternal ties.‖ Richard Rose (1974) has described bureaucracy in 
Britain as impartially partisan and he has criticized the conventional distinction between 
ministers who determine the ends and bureaucrats who find the means. These contemporary 
observations were congruent with the expectation of political leaderships and therefore, in the 
last three decades, considerable changes occurred in the British bureaucracy and the patterns 
of politics-bureaucracy relations. Thus the creation of autonomous agencies or agencification 
is the direct and dramatic change in the context of UK bureaucracy to carry out the policy 
decisions as well as the other significant change is the appointment of political executive. In 
this respect of political appointment Aberbach et al, (1981:17) observed that- 
 
In 1964 Harold Wilson imported into the central administration a small but potentially significant number of 
partisan appointees who were neither career civil servants nor MPs. The government of Edward Heath that 
followed created the post of ‗political secretary‘ to individual ministers and introduced a Central Policy Review 
Staff, peopled by numbers of what Americans would term ―in-and-outers.‖ None of these experiments were 
judged wholly successful by their sponsors, but all are symptomatic of a need felt by both parties for a type of 
official who combines substantive expertise with political commitment.   
 
As a result, the number and power of such political appointees have been increased in a 
considerable manner in the last couple of decades. While all ministers now have advisers who 
serve at their pleasure, advisers are particularly numerous and important at the center of 
government in the treasury and the Prime Minister‘s Office (Wilson and Barker, 2003). The 
preceding discussion of changes in the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats in 
Britain has necessarily created the tensions between these two actors in their role 
performance. However, Bulmer (1988) has evaluated (through the light of Aberbach et al, 
1981 models) the development of politics-bureaucracy relations in the UK as the modern 
British civil service was created with the features of Image I: dichotomy between politics and 
administration, and by the beginning of the twentieth century, the politics-bureaucracy 
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relational model became much closer to Image II: facts/interests model where both politicians 
and bureaucrats participated in policy making with distinctive contributions. In the later part 
of twentieth century the validity of Image II came under challenge as a satisfactory model for 
contemporary criticisms. These contemporary observations are congruent with Image III at 
least, where both politicians and bureaucrats are engaged in policy making, and concerned 
with political issue. Image IV is a future development, in which the bureaucratic role is so 
imbued with politics that the Weberian distinction between politicians and bureaucrats 
virtually disappears. 
 
The recent empirical study of Wilson and Barker (2003), Greer and Jarman (2010) in this 
respect exhibits the changing pattern of Whitehall model of relationship. But they also found 
that it had not produced the change that might have been expected. Still now bureaucratic 
participation in the policy and in the governance process is high and more than 70 percent of 
British higher civil servants are engaged with ministers giving advice on policy as a major 
part of their jobs, although both the Conservative and Labour governments are not fully 
happy with the bureaucratic performance in the last decade. In this regard, Wilson and Barker 
(2003) pointed out a view of Sir Richard Mottram, a permanent secretary who came up with a 
vivid simile to describe the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats in Britain today:  
 
There are some people in government, who do not think we are very good, who think we are an obstacle…. One 
of the things which I don‘t think ministers understand sufficiently clearly is that that [the civil service] is a 
fantastically loyal institution. I always compare it to a rather stupid dog that wants to do whatever its master 
wants and, above all, wants to be loved for doing it. I don‘t think ministers understand that (cited in Wilson and 
barker, 2003:370).   
 
A recent series of inquires was conducted by the British House of Lords Constitution 
Committee (2010) and the House of Commons Public Administration Select Committee 
(2007) on the relationships between politicians and bureaucrats. They also have identified a 
changing pattern of roles and relationship between ministers and civil service and suggested a 
more concrete definition of responsibilities between the two actors for avoiding the 
unnecessary conflicts. They also emphasized the importance of mutual trust in the changing 
pattern of roles and relationships between minister and civil service.   
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3.3.3 Politics-Bureaucracy Relations in France 
The development of the modern administrative system in France has taken place in the 
context of a political system marked by profound changes. Since 1789, France has been a 
constitutional monarchy three times, an empire twice, a semi-dictatorship once, and a 
republic five times (Heady, 2001:193). The traditional studies of public administration have 
stressed the unity and coherence of administrative action in France in contrast to the visibly 
divided administrative systems in Britain or the USA (Machin, 1979:67-73). In the case of 
France, the relationship between politics and administration since the beginning of the Third 
Republic can be discussed by different phases and characteristics. The first phase, between 
1875 and 1940, functioned according to the Weberian principle of separation between politics 
and bureaucracy. The second phase, from 1945 to 1958, France Republic was characterized 
by the distinction between political and administrative domains. The third phase, from 1959 
to the beginning of the 1990s, axiom the evolution of politics-administration relationship in 
the double sense of hybridization – the technocratization of politics and of the politicization 
of top administrative posts. And finally, since the 1990s, discussion of the politicization of 
the administration has given way to a new rhetoric of the state-in-crisis (Suleiman, 2005:229-
230).  
 
The French political system has been organized in different ways – from absolute monarchy 
to liberal democratic republics, passing through empires, constitutional monarchies, 
autocracies, and absolute republics in more than 200 years after the French Revolution. In the 
initial stage bureaucracy was ruled by Weberian principles (Elgie, 2004; Heady, 2001; 
Suleiman, 2005). The historical perspective suggests that although the debate on politics-
bureaucracy relations figured out during the Third Republic but it has mostly centered on the 
last four decades. During this time, the administration not only continued to grow in larger 
size and scope but also became deeply involved in politics. Although the French system 
continues to create the expectation of strong leadership, but increasingly it contains the 
coordination of political actors, interaction of institutions, state-centred, presidentialized and 
highly centralized regime (Elgie, 2004). In comparison with the Britain and the United States 
– both of which have operated within a single constitutional system over a similar period of 
time, the contrast between the instability of the French constitutional system and the stability 
of British and American system is striking (Elgie, 2004). There is a common rhetorical 
perception that the State in France is very strong as Napoleon established a very strong 
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structure of French society and there is an assumption that the people who occupy the most 
important positions within the State are powerful political actors. But in practice, the French 
society would have taken a very different shape during the course of the nineteenth century 
(Suleiman, 1974) and the functioning of French political institutions is intimately associated 
with the strength of the state. ―The strength of the French State is based on three elements: a 
normative belief in the appropriateness of State action; a wide range of State-certred 
organizations; and considerable evidence of State intervention. Thus, State power in France 
has both an ideational and an institutional foundation‖ (Elgie, 2004:71).  
 
In France, civil servants or bureaucrats are appointed and promoted by highly competitive 
exam, although there are some political appointments in the higher levels. Since 1945, those 
wishing to enter into the senior administrative corps must pass through the Ecole National 
d‟Administration (ENA), a notable public administration training school of the country. As a 
whole, the French civil service has the characteristics of a meritocracy rather than a spoils 
system and the organization the bureaucracy is characterized by a set of highly entrenched 
divisions (Rouban, 1995). There are three basic categories (it is known in France as ‗corps‘) 
of bureaucrats: category A, B, C, and within each corps there are different grades of civil 
servants; within each grade there are different classes of civil servants; and within each class 
there are different echelons of civil servants (Elgie, 2004:132). As a result, the civil service 
system in France is very fragmented, extremely regimented, and hierarchical. The higher civil 
servants are known as grands corps. 
 
The constitutional spirit and the republican tradition clearly indicate the distinction between 
politicians and bureaucrats in France. According to the constitutional spirit, as representatives 
of the people, politicians have the legitimacy to make policy decisions on behalf of the 
people. On the other hand, bureaucrats will act as the set of functionaries who should play a 
merely neutral role in the implement of the politician‘s decisions. This distinction has been 
enshrined in the fundamental texts of the French political system for more than 200 years 
(Elgie, 2004).  
 
But in practice, though this distinction is less clear than the constitutional situation would 
appear to indicate (Suleiman, 1984). Moreover, civil servants are allowed to join into the 
political parties and participate in their activities. At all levels, many civil servants play active 
roles in party politics, even though, they obtain leave to contest in the elections and if elected 
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to serve in the parliament. This is why, there is a long standing argument that France is a 
technocracy and it is ruled by the bureaucracy or the people who have bureaucratic 
background. However, the fear of technocracy is premised on the blurring of a fundamental 
theoretical distinction between the role of the politicians and the role of the bureaucrats. The 
latter must always be subordinate to the former, but each is endowed with special talents 
which the other does not possess. As Weber noted, ―All too often the civil servant as a 
politician turns a cause that good in every sense into a ‗weak‘ cause, through technically 
‗weak‘ pleading …. To weigh the effect of the word properly falls within the range of the 
lawyer‘s task, but not at all into that of the civil servant.‖ (Weber, 1958:95). In this respect, 
Suleiman (1974:375) noted that-  
 
The civil servant who replaces the politician is a specialist, guided by rational standards and hence oblivious to 
the political implications – the sense of responsibility of which Weber spoke so passionately – of his actions. 
The replacement of the politician by the civil servant gives rise, it is argued, to a technocracy which is seen as 
the rise to power of those who possess technical knowledge or ability, to the detriment of the traditional type of 
politician. The ultimate result, still a long way off, would mean government by technocrats.  
 
Dogan (2005), however, argued differently and he noted political mistrust and the civil death 
of politicians is responsible for this. In any case, the French political system is the most 
centralized system among the advanced democracies. It is a hyper presidential system 
without counter-powers, without what in the United States is called ―checks and balances‖ 
(Dogan, 2005). In the context of France, there is a plenty of evidence to support the idea that 
France is a technocracy and that the difference between politicians and bureaucrats is blurred. 
In the first quarter of the twentieth century Harold Laski observed the administrative 
syndicalism in France and in the 1950s Herbert Luethy wrote that ―France is not ruled, but 
administered‖ by a group of civil servants who have seldom been affected by changes in 
regimes (cited in Suleiman, 1974:5-19). Elgie (2004:146-147) provides three arguments in 
this respect. First, there is no doubt that the French system creates an elite set of high trained 
administrators. Secondly, many of the country‘s most senior politicians have a bureaucratic 
background in the higher civil service, and thirdly, the existence of Ministerial Cabinets 
which provides the scope to political appointment.  
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Table 3.2: 
Distribution of Strength of Each Corps in the Cabinets (percent) 
 1984 1989 1996 
Civil Administrator 55.7 54.7 42.2 
Council of State 9.8 9.1 8.8 
Court of Accounts 4.9 5.6 9.8 
Prefectoral Corps 0.8 5.2 4.9 
Finance Inspectorate 7.4 6.9 8.8 
 
Source: Adapted from Suleiman, (2005:236) 
 
As a result, since 1959, no less than 9 of the French 16 Prime Ministers have been member of 
the higher civil service grands corps. The same position is applicable to the Ministers. 
Between 1985 and 1997, 40 percent of central administration directors had an explicit 
political affiliation and nearly 20 percent among them passed through a ministerial cabinet 
(Suleiman, 2005). Averages of around 50 per cent of Ministers have had the background of 
higher civil service in the Fifth Republic. Moreover, 35 deputies and additional 40 deputies 
were the bureaucrats in the 1997-2002 legislatures (Elgie, 2004). In general, throughout the 
history of the Fifth Republic around 15 percent of deputies have had a civil service 
background (Rouban, 1998:66: cited in Elgie, 2004: 147). At the same time, ministerial 
political appointment has been raised dramatically. There were a total of no less than 861 
cabinet members in the government as a whole in the early 1990s, whereas the average figure 
in the period 1984-96 was around 500 (Elgie, 2004:147). In the 2002 legislative elections, a 
quarter of the candidate for the National Assembly were bureaucrats, and more than 25 
percent were elected (Suleiman, 2005). The fact is that bureaucrats have come to dominate in 
ministerial cabinets and governments by their political affiliations. Rouban‘ (1999) research 
exhibits the clear pattern of political affiliation. This is why, it is claimed that France is a 
technocracy.  
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Table 3.3 
Professional Background of Directors in Central Administration (percentage) 
 
 1984–85 1986–87 1988–89 1992 1993–94 Average 
population 
A service within the same 
ministry 
26.4 18.6 21.3 12.2 22.1 19.2 
Cabinet 31.9 15.7 28.0 17.1 11.6 22.6 
Public enterprise or agency 2.8 12.7 9.3 17.1 14.0 11.1 
Private firm 5.6 8.8 5.3 0 5.8 4.9 
Another corps 4.2 11.8 13.3 4.9 14.0 10.4 
General inspection 0 1.0 1.3 0 5.8 2.1 
Director in another ministry 8.3 2.9 5.3 12.2 4.7 7.8 
Grand corps member 2.8 7.8 5.3 12.2 9.3 6.7 
Director within the same 
ministry 
5.6 2.9 1.3 9.8 2.3 3.7 
Paris/IDF 0 7.8 0 0 5.8 2.3 
Foreign service 12.5 9.8 9.3 14.6 4.7 9.2 
 
Source: Adapted from Rouban, (1999:70)  
 
 
Meanwhile, in the last three decades, the governance system has been changed and reformed. 
In recent times, French state has become less authoritative, less expansive, more responsive, 
and more multi-level, especially after the establishment of Fifth Republic. Although the 
political system is presidentialized in the sense that the President will exercise power, but in 
real sense, it is a semi-presidential system of government where a popularly elected fixed-
term President exists along with a Prime Minister and Cabinet who are all responsible to the 
parliament (Elgie, 1999:13).  
 
Table 3.4 
Decision-making process in French government system 
 
 
 
Source: Adapted from Elgie, (2004:105) 
 
 
Source: Adapted from Elgie (2004:105) 
 
Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 
Inter-ministerial 
meetings 
Inter-ministerial 
committees/Min. 
meetings 
Councils Council of 
Ministers 
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As a result, the potential for state-centred policy has been reduced and many autonomous 
agencies and commissions have been created for ensuring public service by the influence of 
globalization, Europeanization and overall the thinking of NPM to protect the citizen‘s 
interest against the bureaucracy. But ―While most other democratic societies have long 
recognized that both efficiency and democracy necessitated these kinds of measures, France 
has always been slower to move in this direction. This has often had more to do with 
politicians‘ conservatism, which derived from their unwillingness to cede any authority, as 
well as with civil servants who naturally distrusted the prying of elected officials‖(Suleiman, 
2005:172).  
 
Even so, there is no doubt that the bureaucracy in France is extremely large and occupies an 
important position in the governance system as a whole and the whole administration is 
structured in rational pyramidal hierarchies with almost all formal powers in the hands of 
those at the top. Rouban (1999:67) comments that ―the relationship between senior civil 
servants and politicians is certainly more ambiguous and closer in the 1990s that it was 
during the 1960s. The politicization of the senior civil service has been considerable 
strengthened, but senior civil servants still consider themselves as representing the 
permanence of the state, and they are still reluctant to talk freely about their political 
involvement.‖ In France, the higher level bureaucrats help to shape political events and they 
are key political actors of the governance system to determine political outcomes which 
outline the idea that France is a ‗technocracy‘ (Elgie, 2004:129).       
 
Today the political parties, from the left to right, big business to small business, privileged 
class to unprivileged class, the intellectual to the students, all the French people are agreed 
that the bureaucracy plays a very decisive role in French life (Elgie, 2004). Bureaucracy not 
only control the massive administrative machine but they also occupy key positions at all 
levels of decision making in politics and in both public and private sectors of the country. 
This trend coupled with Napoleonic desire. He intended that, the bureaucracy that he created 
to be at once at the service of the state and the representative of the state (Suleiman, 1974). 
Overall, the operation of governance and administration in France and the relationship 
between politicians and bureaucrats is very complex, because it is very difficult to identify 
the state activities in France which the state does not either totally control or markedly 
influence.  
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3.3.4 Politics-Bureaucracy Relations in Germany 
Among the western counties, politics-bureaucracy relation in Germany is very identical and 
the German tradition of the administrative state is examplenary like France. In reference to 
the 300 years‘ history of the modern German state, it has been said that this state was a 
creation of the continuous existence of the administration (Konig, 2000:47). The politico-
bureaucratic history of the country reveals that Germany attained a form of national unity 
under Bismarck with the foundation of the German Empire in 1871 round Prussia, its 
historically dominant component (Southern, 1979; Wollmann, 2000). In the development of 
German bureaucracy, the influence of the Prussian model and the Hegelian, Weberian 
philosophy was notable (Page and Wright, 1999; Heady, 2001). Although critics of Max 
Weber sometimes argue that German modern bureaucratic ‗legal-rational‘ state was not really 
an idealized construct but reflected rather closely the reality of the contemporary German 
state (Lehmbruch, 1996:40).  
 
This logic is correct in one sense that the bureaucratic domination in the governance and 
policy process has been a long-standing record in Germany, and Prussia in particular, based 
on the organizational supremacy of the bureaucracy. This is why many western scholars – 
Robert Putnam is one of them – did not find the classical image of bureaucracy in Germany, 
which was propounded by Max Weber. German bureaucracy was practically deviated from 
Weberian concept of an instrumental bureaucracy, which merely implements loyally the 
decisions taken by the politicians.  But this does not mean that German bureaucrats consider 
themselves partisan in a political sense (Mayntz and Derlien, 1989). It is became clear while 
the dominant position of bureaucracy was replaced by the new emerging political and 
business elites in the later part of the nineteenth century. Nonetheless, the modern 
professional bureaucracy was a Prussian creation and constitutes a historical tradition which 
has endured to the present day. In Germany, the modern state administered by a permanent 
civil service arose in the enlightened despotism of the eighteen century. In the early 
nineteenth century, Prussia moved from monarchical tendency to bureaucratic absolutism. 
From then, strong bureaucracy came to in existence with permanency, incremental salary, 
automatic promotion, payment during illness and a pension. A strong competitive process 
followed in the process of selection of bureaucracy.  
As a result, civil servants were regarded not as servants of the Crown but as servants of the 
state (Konig, 2000). By virtue of their service to the state, bureaucrats came to enjoy a special 
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position and they could not be dismissed except by a highly judicialised disciplinary 
procedure (Southern, 1979:110). During the German revival after the Second World War, 
Germany came into subsequent reunification in the framework of new style federalism by the 
Basic Law and the Federal Republic of Germany began life on 21 September 1949. 
Consequently, in the Soviet Zone, the German Democratic Republic was set up, and in the 
Western Occupation Zones, the West German state established in 1949 adapting three levels 
of government: national government at Federal level; state government at Land level; and 
local government within the Laender and Finally, in 1990, the two German States were 
united (Southern, 1979:107; Wollmann, 2000:2).  
 
Now the legal source of government power is the Basic Law and the Basic Law pledges the 
state to uphold and maintain the traditional principles of the career civil service. The 
professional bureaucracy is made part of the new constitution and the specific characteristic 
of state bureaucracy is the exercise of power as a permanent function through the 
enforcement of public law (Konig, 2000). It followed that bureaucrats are the executing part 
of the authority of the state and they are engaged in a legal exercise. Therefore, in Germany, 
public administration came to be defined in terms of the state. This is why, in comparison 
with Anglo-German politico-administrative culture, Ridley (2000:134-135) noted that in 
Germany civil servants are officials of the state and exercise the state power. This 
relationship defines their status and authority that distinguishes them from others. On the 
other hand, British civil servants are servants of the Crown as ‗concept of the state‘ does not 
recognize as a legal entity in England. As servants of the Crown they must serve its 
constitutional representatives, like ministers and bureaucrats have nothing to do in the 
determination of the national interest and that can be only done by the parliament and voters. 
But in Germany, bureaucrats have a personal responsibility for the common interest. In the 
question of accountability, German makes a distinction between political leadership and the 
administration which is overlap in English.  
 
In the sense of politics and policy making, German administrative history reveals that the 
bureaucrats are not engaged in a purely executive function but the particular form of 
separation of powers doctrine that assumed in Germany placed an executive power to make 
law in the hands of bureaucracy. Policy formulation in Germany is very often the production 
of complex process of mutual accommodation of varieties actors; state, politicians and 
bureaucrats in a system of ‗interlocking‘ (Lehmbruch, 1996) which Goetz (1999:148) termed 
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―parliamentarization, and federalization of the national policy processes‖. However, there are 
some important peculiarities in bargaining of policy process. One of them is ―in the system of 
executive federalism, the implementation of federal legislation has to a large degree remained 
the domain of the Lander. As a rule, the federal government has no hierarchical 
administrative authority over the Lander executives. Administrative coordination has to be 
obtained by negotiating between autonomous bureaucracies. In these relationships, in spite of 
the leading role of federal ministries in the drafting of rules, the Lander bureaucracies have a 
strong position because of their experience in field administration due to their role in 
implementation‖ (Lehmbruch, 1996:48). As a result, bureaucracy engaged in politics in the 
sense of policy making.  
 
Although in Germany bureaucrats are allowed to be members of political parties, negotiate to 
the politicians of the alike lines to be appointed in the federal ministerial administration and 
they have always been free to engage in party politics and in principle, all enjoy the right to 
be elected to Federal, Land or local assemblies (Suleiman, 2005; Southern, 1979). Karl 
Deutsch and Lewis Edinger (1959) noted that the extent of the administrative elite‘s influence 
over policy making has varied more or less inversely with the power of the political elite. In 
Germany, the influence of bureaucratic elite in policy making was practically eliminated only 
under the strong political leadership. However, the culture of bureaucrat bashing or attacks on 
the bureaucracy by the politicians remained more modest in Germany than Britain and the 
USA. In this regard, Suleiman (2005:133) observed that ―They looked to their 
administrations to achieve savings, but they did not resort to Thatcher and Reagan-style 
bureaucrat-bashing‖. Schroter and Wollmann noted that ―the Federal Cabinet….has so far 
refrained from any type of bureaucrat-bashing that has become an integral part of the political 
rhetoric of many Anglo-American protagonists of public sector reform‖ (cited in the 
Suleiman, 2005:133). Whether the British and American politicians are very keen to change 
and reinvention their bureaucratic structures whereas German politicians are not seriously 
subscribing to a comprehensive reinvention, rather they are aiming at a paradigmatic shift 
with the existing machinery of government (Schroter, 2001).       
 
German public administration has also faced numerous challenges in different times with the 
structural interventions by the occupying powers but did not affect the continuity of the 
administration. But the traditional image of the German state as powerful Obrigkeitsstaat 
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(state of authority) led by a bureaucratic hierarchy, top down authority relations which were 
an important feature of this system has been changing gradually.  
Table 3.5 
Party Membership of Political Civil Servants and Subdivision Heads 1970-1987 (%) 
 
Party Year State Secretary Division Head Subdivision Head 
CDU/CSU 1987 61.5 47.2 17.8 
 1981 0.0 8.9 10.0 
 1972 0.0 13.6 13.0 
 1970 - 10.3 11.1 
     
SPD 1987 0.0 7.5 22.2 
 1981 60.0 37.8 24.3 
 1972 42.9 25.0 14.1 
 1970 - 28.2 11.1 
     
FDP 1987 7.7 9.4 8.9 
 1981 0.0 13.3 11.4 
 1972 42.9 2.3 3.5 
 1970 - 0.0 2.2 
     
Non-member 1987 30.8 35.8 51.1 
 1981 40.0 40.0 54.3 
 1972 14.3 59.1 69.4 
 1970 - 61.5 75.5 
 
Source: Adapted from Mayntz and Derlien (1989:388) and Suleiman (2005:261). 
 
At the same time, during the last three-four decades increasing political appointment of 
political bureaucrats by the politicians has made the politics-bureaucracy relations 
complicated. In this regard, Goetz‘s and Suleiman‘s observations are very 
comprehensive.―Party politicization, parliamenarization, and federalization have had a 
profound impact on the senior civil service, affecting its relations to political authority, its 
cohesion, and the career paths, roles, and essential qualifications of higher officials‖ (Goetz, 
1999:149). Suleiman (2005:259) observed that now ―The debate concerning the relationship 
between politician and bureaucrats in Germany has centered mostly around two concepts. 
First, should the concept of politicization be understood as the growing importance of party 
affiliation over expertise or seniority for determining appointments to the higher civil 
service? If so, what effect does this have for the career patterns of civil servants? Second, 
should it be viewed as the consequence of hybridization, which refers to the blurring of the 
distinction between politicians and civil servants?‖  
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Notable that, in Germany, there are two top positions of the federal bureaucracy – state 
secretaries and division heads, which is mostly known as political posts and political civil 
servants (Politische Beamte) are appointed there. Ministers hold the discretionary powers to 
remove the bureaucrats holding these posts by sending them into temporary retirement, 
keeping them as it is or new appointments. Utterly it depends on the whim of minister in 
office. As a result, near about 150 bureaucrats who occupy or wish to occupy for these posts 
maintain political affiliation, and their appointment depends on political patronage although it 
is a very old practice in Germany which makes close relationship between politicians and 
bureaucrats. However, recent data shows that the increasing rates of political appointment by 
the political leadership especially in 1969 SPD-led government, in 1982 CDU-led 
government and in 1998 SPD and the Greens led governments appointed 33%, 37.5% and 
52.2% of political civil servants respectively. At the same time, party memberships of civil 
servants have been increased noticeably which evidence the hybridization of politico-
bureaucratic governance, interchangeability of the two careers, and the convergence in role 
perceptions of politicians and bureaucrats in Germany (Mayntz and Derlien, 1989; Suleiman, 
2005).    
 
After 1990s, a changing of guiding ideas has been taking place in Germany. Although 
German researchers had thought that their bureaucracy was extremely efficient, they have 
recently been modifying that perception and had been taking increased interest in NPM and 
the New Managerialism (Muramatsu & Naschold, 1996). Although local government is using 
as a testing ground for the NPM reforms in Germany but the web of this reform is also 
touching to the federal government offering a lots of reform proposal for the federal 
administration. Nowadays the bureaucratic structure is being disputed and no longer retains 
the self-legitimization arising from its alleged superior effectiveness and efficiency. 
Politicians have taken over and are driving for public sector reforms under the banners of 
‗administrative modernization‘ and ‗lean state‘ (Derlien, 2000:151) 
 
From the above comparative analysis in the context of western democracies, one trend is 
almost patent that all political leaderships irrespective of countries – in countries with strong 
bureaucracies or controlled bureaucracies are keen to build their support base in the 
bureaucracy. Political leaders always want to appoint them on whom they can be relied, and 
want to make the bureaucracy responsive to their government. What is true in the American 
context is also true in the context of other countries like, Britain, France, and Germany. 
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However, difference is only on mode of interaction and in the approaching of governance. 
This is why Moe (1985) observed that political leaders always seek responsive competence, 
not neutral competence.     
Table 3.6 
Comparative Nature of Politics-Bureaucracy Relations in Western Democracies 
Comparative 
Variables 
Modern Western Democracies (Countries) 
USA UK France Germany 
Politico-
Bureaucratic 
Culture and Values 
Different Different Hybrid Hybrid 
Policy Domination Shared Shared Shared Shared 
Professionalism Moderate More More More 
Politicization More Less More Moderate 
Accountability Shared Overlap Shared Distinctive 
Process of 
Governance 
Separate-
Interactive 
Align- 
Interactive 
Shared-
Interactive 
Mutual-
Interactive 
Models of Relations Complex 
Complementarity 
Both of 
Dichotomy and 
Mutuality 
Complex- 
Mutuality 
Both  of 
Dichotomy and 
Mutuality 
 
Source: Compiled by the researcher 
 
3.4 Politics-Bureaucracy Relations in Developing World Perspective 
 
The discussion on politics-bureaucracy relations and their roles and responsibilities are 
discernible facts in the context of developing countries along with the developed countries. 
LaPalombara (1963) ed. Book, Bureaucracy and Political Development is the systematic 
classical literature on politics-bureaucracy relations in the developing world perspective. It 
explores the role of the bureaucracy in political and economic development. It also converse 
the role that bureaucracies can and do play in the various kind of transformations that the 
developing nations are experiencing from theoretical speculation to empirical case studies. 
Many observers and thinkers of bureaucracy in developing countries have noticed behavioral 
aberration reflecting societal culture of the countries studied. As Riggs (1964), introduced his 
‗Ecological Sala Model‘ where the bureaucratic behavior is traditional behind the facade of 
western institutions. LaPalombara (1963) observed that as an independent variable 
bureaucracy influences any kind of transformation in the developing countries in regard to 
social, economic or political context. One of the significance phenomenons in the context of 
91 
 
developing countries is the lack of balance relation between politicians and bureaucrats in the 
policy process. Riggs (1963) noted that political organs are week in the developing countries 
which tends to civil-military bureaucracy domination in the political process and the extent of 
bureaucratic influence in politics is exceptionally high. He holds the idea that the imposition 
of political control over the bureaucracy is a difficult task. He also argued that ―when the 
political arena is shifted the bureaucracies – a shift marked by the growing power are usually 
ominous for political stability, economic growth, administrative effectiveness, and 
democratic values. It seems important, therefore, to give serious attention to the relation 
between political and administrative development, to the question of how balanced growth 
takes place‖. Riggs (1969) termed bureaucratic domination as ‗bureaucratism‘ and noted that 
bureaucratism is not much seen in the western world, it is widely found in the new and 
developing countries. Therefore, he advised or supports the approach of politics-bureaucracy 
separation in the context of western or differentiated societies like United States but not in the 
context of traditional societies of developing countries by mentioning and theorizing the 
balanced and unbalanced polities. On the other hand, Huntington (1968) provided the 
opposite argument than that of Riggs. He agreed that lack of institutionalization inspires the 
civil-military bureaucrats to take over the political power and in this milieu; he suggested that 
maintaining firm political control over the bureaucracy is essential for nation building and 
achieving national developmental goals for developing nations.  
 
Along with this two contrasting views, some others thinkers of developing world argued for 
blurred intermeshing. They suggest that the stopping of the development of bureaucracy will 
not be wise. Rather, bureaucracy can play an intermediateary role to expedite the process of 
development, as the bureaucracy is most modernized agent, and as the political institutions 
take a long time to grow up in the developing world (Braibanti, 1969; Esman, 1967; 
Sigelman, 1972, 1974).  So it can be said that with a very few exceptions of their arguments, 
almost all observers of development administration emphasized the need for active, 
professional and committed bureaucracy for developing countries, and provided a general 
prescription for balanced or shared role between politicians and bureaucrats as ‗agents of 
change‘. But these development literatures did not identify the way and content of 
relationships between politicians and bureaucrats which lead to effective governance and 
development.  In the last three decades many NPM writers have also been suggesting the 
same value that has been provided by Huntington. But it would not be exaggerative statement 
that any single state cannot be found where the complete package of the NPM model has 
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been implemented or it is being considered for implementation in the developing world 
(Sarker, 2006). With these theoretical arguments and theorizing environment, developing 
countries have been shaping and reshaping, structuring and restructuring their civil service 
and administrative systems.  
 
3.4.1 Politics-Bureaucracy Relations in South and Southeast Asia: 
Like many other developing countries, Malaysia,
23
 India, Pakistan, Sri Lanka and Bangladesh 
inherited a strong bureaucratic system from its colonial rulers. All five countries have the 
common heritage of a reputedly well-administered colonial system with powerful 
bureaucracy (Caiden, 2013). Modern Malaysian civil service had been established during the 
British colonial rule in carrying out the administrative functions of the government and after 
independence it has adapted new form with little change in the institutional arrangements 
under the political leadership (Tilman, 1964; Johan, 1984). In the inception, Malay, Chinese, 
and Indian origins were the proportionate representation in the Malayan bureaucracy. The 
most noteworthy transformation in the bureaucracy has been the replacement of national for 
expatriate personnel by following the process of Malayanization, which had been 
substantially completed by the early 1960s (Heady, 2001). Merit based selection and 
promotion by an autonomous public service commission, less politicization and uphold the 
expertise are the basic characteristics of Malaysian bureaucracy.  
 
The working relation between politicians and bureaucrats in Malaysia is comparatively 
smooth than other developing countries. Many experts endow their views in this changing 
pattern of bureaucratic attitude as the contribution of bureaucrats. In this regard Tilman 
(1964) observed that may be the colonial attitude and environment that had in the 
administrative system was not working precisely but it was effectively serving the current 
needs of the society in the post independent Malaysia. Esman (1972) also praised to the 
Malaysian bureaucrats for maintaining their integrity, discipline, organizational coherence, 
and competent to provide public service and control activities. However, he suggested a 
major effort for administrative reform to meet development administration requirements. In 
this respect, Heady (2001:393) comments that ―in a polity where communal pluralism is the 
basic reality, the dominant political party is compelled to rely on the relatively neutral 
                                                          
23
 Malaysia has been included in the analysis because of similar colonial legacy of public administration like 
South Asia and many western thinkers of bureaucracy think that it has been benefited from public bureaucracies.  
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bureaucracy as a partner in keeping the system on going. Indeed, Esman goes so far as to 
claim that Malaya‘s senior officials ―have been the indispensable steel frame which has held 
this precarious state together even when political processes failed‖.  But after five decades, 
Lim (2009) noted that the Malaysian bureaucracy has played an important role in driving 
impressive development since its independence in 1957.  Now it is facing two serious 
problems in terms of efficiency, equity and responsiveness. One is Malay domination in the 
bureaucracy and the other one is disproportionate share and executive dominance and control 
on the basis of so-called unbalanced thesis, although the bureaucracy is still working under 
the political leaderships. 
 
In all the cases of South Asian countries, the inherited administrative pattern has been 
retained relatively intact after independence also. Same thing goes to the context of Indian
24
 
public administration. When India became independent, many things changed, but the basic 
framework of the administration continued. After sixty years of independence, Misra (2009) 
did not find any significant changes between ICS and IAS except the change of pay scales. 
He also comments that ―relations between the political executive and the civil servant today 
leave a lot to be desired‖ (Misra, 2009: viii). The administrative system that was set up after 
independence of India was the product of British traditions and on the philosophy of the 
democratic welfare system (Dwivedi and Jain, 1985). Although India adapted a new form of 
Indian Administrative Service (IAS) after its independence but it was successor of the ICS, 
without breaking the British administrative traditions.  
 
The orientation and the nature of the activities of the bureaucrats broadly followed the same 
pattern as in the colonial government (Das, 2013). May be it was the foresight of colonial 
ruler that the system which was installed by them would be continued in the future India. 
This is why, Kochanek (1975:45) has commended that during the British colonial period ―a 
model of government evolved which was ultimately to be accepted as the structure of 
government for independent India‖ because the model of administration was established by 
the principle of merit bureaucracy, elitism and loyalty to its masters. He also has 
recommended that the bureaucracy ―must be made more innovative, less subject to rapid 
expansion as a way of creating employment and must exercise self-restraint in its demands 
                                                          
24
 Here politics-bureaucracy relations in Indian case will be focus mainly since the independence. Another 
endeavor to extensive analysis on colonial bureaucracy has been attempted in the 4
th
 chapter of the present 
research.   
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for higher incomes‖ (Kochanek, 1975:137). But the Indian bureaucracy remains in the same 
positions. It is notable that during the independent movement, the ICS was considered as the 
instrument of colonial power and the Congress (first political party in Indian sub-continent) 
had all along declared that they would abolish the ICS and all that it stood for (Potter, 1986). 
But practically it did not happen. Moreover, it is evident that India adopted British 
administrative tradition constitutionally by the effort of Sardar Patel, one of the leading 
Congress leaders. ―India was quick to place the successor Indian Administrative Service 
(IAS) on a secure legal footing thanks to the efforts of Sardar Patel. In a cabinet meeting in 
April 1948, he secured approval for constitutional protection for the ICS from a still reluctant 
Nehru. Sardar Patel launched a vigorous defence for the ICS in the legislature as well. He 
argued that it was impossible to run the country without a civil service and that Congress 
workers could not be an alternative for them‖ (Chaudry, 2011:24).     
 
According to Potter (1986), that was a ―political support‖ to the ICS species which would 
have been possible to survive them in the governance process in independent India. In this 
regard, ―in 1964, Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru was asked what he considered to be his greatest 
failure as India‘s Prime Minister. He said, ‗I could not change the administration, it is still a 
colonial administration‖ (Das, 2013:22; Potter, 1986:2). Of course, attempts from the 
political leadership to shake things up have been taken in different regimes but the result was 
not fruitful. The net result according to Tummala, ―is that the civil servant not only remains 
greater entrenched but also threatened; hence very cautious‖ (cited in Heady, 2001, 392). 
 
However, one notable tendency between Indian and western scholars to the discussion on 
bureaucracy and its roles and relations to its counterparts is that western scholars identified 
the Indian bureaucracy as an agent of modernization positively as to politics-bureaucracy 
relationship. On the other hand, most of the Indian scholars identified the role of bureaucracy 
from both the negative and positive side. Like, Heady (2001:389-393) identified ―comparable 
working relationships between political leaders and professional bureaucrats, and established 
effective external controls over the bureaucracy.‖ in the Indian case.  He also observed that 
both India and Malaysia have benefited from unusually advanced higher public 
bureaucracies. According to Heady ―A cherished part of the political tradition in both India 
and Malaysia is that there should be a separation between the politicians who make policy 
and the administrators who carry them out. In practice, working relationships between the 
political leaders and the professional bureaucrats have generally conformed to the tradition, 
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and have proceeded smoothly, but with Malaysian bureaucrats playing a more active policy 
role than their Indian counterparts.‖ Of course not all western scholars i.e. Paul H. Appleby, 
an American observer, who was invited to India for research on bureaucracy after 
independence, pointed out that undoubtedly Indian bureaucracy is advanced but it was 
―designed to serve the relatively simple interests of an occupying power‖ was not adequate 
for an independent India, and required systematic improvement (cited in Palmer, 1961:132).  
 
In this regard, Prof. Mitra (2010) has considered the colonial bureaucracy as ‗the steel frame 
of imperial rule‘ and the IAS as the replication of the ICS, which still occupies the upper 
echelons of Indian administration. Although he mentioned some examples of ‗the collapse of 
the steel frame‘ but still now without the help of bureaucracy the minister can do nothing, and 
without cooperation between politicians and bureaucrats the governance is being paralyzed. 
Caiden (2013:544) has commented that ―Public bureaucracy has always been powerful, its 
performance surprisingly good under the circumstances, much decentralized, corrupt, 
somewhat mediocre at lower levels, defiant against reform, and with an impressive 
aristocratic dignified bearing.‖ These characteristics of Indian bureaucracy have opened up 
the gap between and among politicians, bureaucrats and public. Moreover, the civil servants 
in India including all India services enjoy protection under article 311 of the Indian 
constitution. This constitutional protection of IAS has made a sharp division between 
politicians and bureaucrats. This sharp division brought about an unresponsive and apathetic 
bureaucracy that has become more rigid and indifferent, riddled with casteism, and strictly 
adherent to the politics and administration (Caiden, 2013:544). Bhattacharya (1979:11) has 
recognized Indian bureaucracy as having the hang-over of the colonial era and as 
authoritarian in outlook and power monopolize.  
 
Potter (1986) also endeavors a tremendous attempt to explore the nature of Indian political 
administrators in his research. He pursued his study in the field of Indian local and central 
bureaucracy from the time frame of 1919-1983 in Indian four states namely; Bihar, 
Maharashtra, Rajasthan and Tamil Nadu and indeed on Indian Administrative Services (IAS) 
throughout India. He identified the colonial ICS tradition is prevailing and it is essentially 
persisted in the IAS, and it is remained important in the independent India. Professor Mitra 
(2006) has also expressed the same view. In his empirical study The Puzzle of India‟s 
Governance he explains ―India as an exemplar of a post-colonial, rich-poor state-nation, 
where modern institutions are wrapped around a society of which many important segments 
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remains traditional….Her political institutions and process, bearing the complex legacies of 
English utilitarianism, colonial rule…..a general continuity in public policy‖ (Mitra, 2006:3-
5). They (bureaucrats) often find themselves as blameless for everything that goes wrong and 
everything goes to the politicians and to the institutions or vis-à-vis which resulting the 
governance as scapegoat. Although the bureaucrats are under the system of control by the All 
India Services Rules, 1969, which provides the punitive powers i.e. suspension, censure, 
withholding of promotions, recovery from pay of any pecuniary loss caused to government or 
government controlled organization, withholding of increments of pay, reduction in rank, and 
compulsory retirement.  
 
Nevertheless, the duel control (state and central government) of bureaucracy causes 
victimization for both the politicians and the bureaucrats by the blame game and mistrust. In 
this regard, Noronha (1976:74), a retired chief secretary commended that ―Today the 
politician distrusts the IAS man……He distrusts him because he belongs to an All India 
Services, whose loyalty must be more to the centre than to the state‖. Sethuraman and 
Moorthy, (1992:75) observed a very outrageous nature of the relationships that ―There has 
also been pressure from the political level for a committed bureaucracy which has been 
understood as commitment to the Constitution by the civil servants or commitment to the 
person in power or the party in power or the politicians in power…...Civil service functioned 
according to the desire of the political power..…The trend is also perceptible of civil servants 
aligning with politicians resulting in vindictive action against those associated with the 
politicians who are no longer in power‖.  
 
Same thing goes to the case of local governance in India as well. After being studied the 
district administration in India, Palanithurai, at el., (2006:3) observed that ―the whole process 
of governance and appropriately colluded with the bureaucracy and ensured a system of 
governance for their own advantage…Though India got independence from the British the 
people could not get independence from the British administration as free India continued the 
British type of administration.‖ They also comment that the political elites could not intent to 
change this trend. May be this kind of administration is convenient to the political elites and 
it helped the politicians and bureaucrats to gain perfect understanding about the whole 
process of governance and development and to keep the people away from the process of 
governance and development. In the initial years after independence, the relationship between 
politicians and bureaucrats was one of mutual respect and understanding. But the trend of this 
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relationship has been change since the independence gradually. Sarkar (2010) studied the 
relations between the administrative personnel and the political (elected) members of the 
Zilla Parishad in West Bengal and found that the relations between the two actors could not 
be properly organized. As a result, governing the panchayat bodies are being seriously 
affected.  
 
However, in subsequent decades, things have changed. At present India, there are two types 
of bureaucrats; one is indirectly politically involved (as the civil service conduct rules 
prohibit civil servants from active participation in political activities) who cultivate and seek 
political patronage from politicians, and the other one is comparably neutral. The former 
dominates the latter in the process of governance along with politicians. Because providing 
policy advice to the politicians is the most important function of the civil service in India. By 
this chance, former group of bureaucrats do not render policy suggestions professionally and 
impartially. Moreover, while the policy advice is rendered by some civil servants to the 
politicians is neither objective nor impartial, and more interestingly, political ministers also 
like these types of policy suggestion that fit into their short time political interests and avoids 
neutral competence. As a result, the policy bureaucrats provide and recommend policies that 
the ministers of the day want and a nexus has thus developed (emerging culture of collusion 
between politicians and bureaucrats) in between the politicians and the bureaucrats (Das, 
2013; Maheshwari, 2005; Prasad, 2006).  
 
On the other hand, the bureaucrats who want to fulfill his/her duty according to principle of 
law, they are to face conflict inevitably with their ministers, resulting punishment through 
transfers to unimportant posts and political bureaucrats those belong to the first category 
approach to the minister or ruling politicians and expedite this process of transfer. As a result, 
Subramanian (2004) first thesis – balance between politics and bureaucracy – is rare in 
present India. Of course, Subramanian (2009), himself has also agreed with this in his later 
book GovernMint in India: An Inside View. Therefore, the first instance reveals the 
Subramanian (2004) second thesis ‗the collapse of the steel frame‘ and the later provides the 
puzzle of Indian governance where no conclusive or easy answer can be given or accepted 
either easily.  Nevertheless after sixty years of independence, if we want to evaluate the roles 
and relations between politics and bureaucracy in India then we can see that nonetheless 
gradual decay of its elitism, the IAS has emerged as leviathan in India, preserving its all 
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apatite and cardinal values as it was, without loyalty to his masters as a whole due to the 
inability of political leaderships.  
 
In the case of Sri Lanka, it can be said that it represents a variation among South Asian 
countries. Ceylon (present Sri Lanka) was made a Crown Colony in 1802, and till then to run 
the administration colonial bureaucracy was set up which was nucleus of administration and 
exercised autocratic power (Warnapala, 1974). Even some bureaucrats were members of the 
Executive Council to influence all aspects of executive policy. However after independence 
in 1948, the bureaucracy had been facing different changing environment. Warnapala (1974) 
has identified five different phases of Ceylon bureaucracy; during colonial time – a period of 
bureaucratic supremacy, transitional phase 1931-1947 – a period of bureaucratic adaptation, 
after independence – a period of bureaucratic responsiveness, after 1956 – a period of 
bureaucratic crisis and after 1973 – a period of bureaucratic pressure and response. Although 
Caiden (2013:545) has recognized Sri Lanka as ‗close to a failed state‘ which is split among 
the ethnic groups, unstable, disrupted by internal crisis, and fearful of disintegration. But it 
was not always like this (Kumarasingham, 2013).  
 
The politico-bureaucratic history of Sri Lanka reveals that as in the case of other South and 
Southeast Asian countries it became independence with the legacy of an ongoing British 
administrative system (Heady, 2001:380) where had comparatively favorable conditions for 
independence in comparison with other South Asian countries. Despite the huge percentile 
differences among the ethnic groups, there was no ethnic conflict or riots in Sri Lanka before 
and during independence as was in India (Kumarasingham, 2013; Radu, 2012). However, the 
political elites failed to integrate various actors because of majoritarian control strategy 
pursued by the political elites (Radu, 2012). Notable, Sri Lanka adopted a Westminster style 
of parliamentary government after her independence and bureaucracy have had helped to 
successful power transfer from the colonial ruler to the political leadership of the new nation 
state (Heady, 2001). Thus since independence in 1948 to the late sixes the alliance between 
political leadership and bureaucracy was a rememberable fact in Sri Lanka. Because both of 
them were came from urban background with western education. During over six decades 
since independence, Sri Lanka has succeeded in maintaining a pluralistic character, and a 
competitive political system, notwithstanding being a country of ethnic conflict which began 
in the 1980s and a violence conflicts and civil war that paralyzed the island for almost thirty 
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years. Expert says, shift from the orthodox British model to the mixed presidential-
parliamentary system was at the root of arising ethnic conflict in Sri Lanka (Heady, 2001).  
 
In present Sri Lanka, the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats is determined by 
the classical model. Bureaucracy is fully controlled by the political authority. All the public 
sector bureaucracies are operating their function under control of political leadership 
maintaining good political relationships and the autonomy of the bureaucrats are limited. 
However, S Lalitha (2006:) has conducted a recent study on Sri Lankan bureaucracy and 
shown that after six decades of independence, it is still following the same procedures, rules 
and regulations in the public sector, and have undergone little change or in some cases no 
change, in spite of the first moving global trends. Moreover, the ―political interference has 
been an epidemic in the field of the public service. The concept of accountability has been 
severely damaged by some political alignments, according to one official‖ (S Lalitha, 
2006:231). As a result, he has suggested to immediate public sector reform in order to 
enhance effective governance and development in Sri Lanka.  
 
In the case of Pakistan,
25
 another state in South Asia, which was emerged as an independent 
state with strong colonial bureaucratic background, but the orientation toward action of 
Pakistan‘s bureaucracy was not undergirded by the deep residual respect for extra-
bureaucratic intellectual endeavor, while there was tradition of intellectuality in the 
bureaucracy as a part of the colonial civil service (Braibanti, 1966). After its inception, this 
country was depredated by many varieties of problems including integration crisis and with 
the repeated failure of the political leadership to assume their proper leadership role, the civil-
military bureaucracies have held political power. Kennedy (1987:5) observed that ―The 
political leaders are episodically replaced, but the power of the administrative system and the 
authority of the bulk of its officers is impervious‘ to change.‖ On the other hand, Waseem 
(2007) observed bureaucratic paternalism in Pakistan and such paternalism has a direct 
relationship with the relative underdevelopment of political institutions in Pakistan. Since its 
birth, Pakistan has been governed mainly by the civil-military bureaucrats. After a short 
while of independence to till Musharraf regime, Pakistan has gone under military rule about 
four times and in its early stage ―some erstwhile bureaucrats were able to occupy the political 
                                                          
25
 Politics-bureaucracy relations in Pakistan will be focus mainly at present days. Another endeavor to extensive 
analysis on Pakistan bureaucracy has been attempted in the 4
th
 chapter of the present research.   
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positions of Governor General and Prime Minister‖ (Kennedy, 1987). In fact Pakistan can be 
described as a bureaucratic state where the ruling elites brought with them the traditions, 
outlook, and attitudes typical of the bureaucrats and their sympathies were slanted more 
towards the bureaucracy than the political institutions (Kennedy, 1987). The pure grammar of 
politics-bureaucracy relationship is absent in Pakistan and thus Pakistan has failed to develop 
the relations which should exist between politics and bureaucracy in a political process. 
Caiden (2013:545) comments that ―Pakistan has yet to succeed in nation building, as there 
are several different Pakistans.‖ Even after six decades of independence, the country had not 
been able to come out from the colonial bureaucracy and governance, where malfunction is 
the norm not the exception in the bureaucracy (Mahmood, 2009). Moreover, the major 
political components of governance are depredated by corruption. Even the political leaders, 
public bureaucracies are perceived to be highly corrupt by most of the people of Pakistan 
(Haque, 2001). In addition, poor public sector management, in some cases mismanagement, 
inefficiency, using excessive discretionary powers by the civil-military bureaucracy, 
overlapping of jurisdictions and ambiguity about the roles and relationships between 
politicians and bureaucrats are the basic features of governance that has weakened the 
government performance in Pakistan.  
 
To sum up the comparative analysis experiencing from the developing world, it can be said 
that although the colonial administration itself created the bureaucratic apparatus for subject 
to political and administrative control within the dependent territory but the demand for 
economic development and modernization impinged directly on agriculture, industry, public 
health and education to segment of the bureaucracy. Subsequently, the role of bureaucracy in 
the governance is most often considered crucial for the achievement of economic 
development in developing countries by many western scholars. But research findings from 
many developing countries indicate that the dominant role of the bureaucratic elites is not 
adequate for economic development. Rather, their role is resulted segmented economic 
growth (Ahmed, 1980). In spite of extensive criticism from theoretical and empirical 
perspectives, bureaucracy is enhancing its power exclusively and deeply entrenched in almost 
all of the developing countries.  
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3.5 Conclusion 
 
The above overall comparative analysis from different countries reveals that comparative 
analysis is valuable for not only pointing out to what makes for success in governance but 
also to what contributes to failure. History of bureaucracy reveals that the bureaucracy of 
ancient civilizations was the founding pillar of modern bureaucracy and the European and 
American states have adopted traditional bureaucracy newly with their own culture and 
context along with their economic system of advance capitalism and technology (Weber, 
1947). All modern European states have inherited and learned from the ancient great 
civilizations and their administrative systems. American reformers also have considered the 
Ottoman and Chinese civil service systems as well as the French, German and British 
systems (Farazmand, 1997a; Rohr, 1993; Van Riper, 1997a).  
 
However the notable thing is that, the bureaucracy which was once upon a time in a strong 
position such as Chinese, Egyptian, and Indian ancient bureaucracies that becomes weak in 
course of time and the bureaucracy which was comparatively weak becomes strong 
dramatically such as England, USA, Germany and France in considering their 
professionalism. In the ancient empires, bureaucracy was an instrument and assisting force to 
the political leadership and was considered as a state apparatus and overall they were 
involved in law and order maintenance, policy implementation of developmental and 
monumental works. Moreover, the history of the world bureaucracy reflects the changing role 
of public officials in different system of government. In the frame work of modern state, 
bureaucracy was coined in the eighteenth century to refer to a state dominated by appointed 
officials (Riggs, 2009). One notable thing in this respect is that the ancient imperial 
bureaucracy was liable to the king or emperor and they were the servants of the emperor and 
master of the public. But the scenario has little bit been changed, now the modern 
bureaucracy is the servants of the state or public and to some extent they are liable to the 
people‘s representatives although bureaucracy is always motivated by their self-interest and 
class structure.  
 
Comparative analysis form different countries shows that politicians and bureaucrats play 
distinctive roles in policy making process in western democracies in general and the patterns 
of political and bureaucratic power relations are varied on the basis of political systems and 
different institutional practice (Aberbach and Rockman, 2006). Nevertheless, this cross-
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national variation is observable for many other reasons, including constitutional provisions, 
development sequences, nature of politicization and party systems (Aberbach et al. 1981). In 
general, American bureaucrats are much more politicized ideologically and they play more 
political role than the European bureaucrats. Despite the formal separateness of the roles, the 
overlap between politicians and bureaucrats is in most respects larger in the US context than 
in European countries (Aberbach and Rockman, 1997).  
 
The bureaucracy is more powerful in the United States, but they are structurally subordinate 
to politics and are not autonomous as is the United Kingdom and other European countries. 
Bureaucratic influence in the policy and governance process is higher in France and UK, 
while, the parliamentary and party politicians influence is little bit higher than bureaucracy in 
Germany in the European context (Aberbach et al. 1981; Aberbach and Rockman, 2006). On 
the other hand, the basic difference between developed and developing countries bureaucracy 
is that in the developed democracies bureaucracy has been developed over time following a 
natural process and political leadership helped to develop bureaucracy in some cases. But 
bureaucracy in developing or post-colonial countries has not been developed following a 
natural process. Rather it is developed by the colonial power for their administrative support, 
and after independence of these countries political leadership used this bureaucracy as state 
mechanism (Potter, 1986; Carino, 2001). Thus politics-bureaucracy relations in developing 
countries yet to shape in a certain character and still it is under construction by following 
different notes and suggestions, though they have a long experience of the administrative 
state. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
103 
 
Chapter – 4: Politics, Bureaucracy and Local Government in 
Bangladesh: Evolution, Structure and Process of Governance 
from Historical Perspective 
 
4.1 Introduction 
 
The principal concern of this chapter is to explain the evolution and development of politics, 
bureaucracy and local government exploring their roles and relationships in the process of 
governance and development in Bangladesh from historical perspective.
26
 Thus, this chapter 
provides an overall brief history of politics-bureaucracy relations in governance and 
development of Bangladesh focusing the main light on four major variables; nature of 
political regimes or systems of governance, nature and institutional position of bureaucracy, 
nature of local government, and overall nature of the relationships between politicians and 
bureaucrats in governance and development. At the same time, it delineates the nature of 
political development, shift of regimes in the national level of government, and the role of 
politicians and bureaucrats in the overall governance system of the country. It begins by 
sketching the theories of local government, focusing the background history of bureaucracy, 
local government structure, and of politics-bureaucracy relations in Bangladesh from the pre-
colonial period to present Bangladesh. This chronological approach helps to understand the 
mode of governance and the dynamics of politics-bureaucracy relations in Bangladesh.   
 
4.2 The Theories of Local Government (LG) 
 
Local government is one of the universally recognized political and institutional 
arrangements within the framework of modern states, irrespective of geographical, 
ideological and political variations (Ahmed, 1993). The emergence of local government as a 
discrete governmental entity is the result of several interacting factors – historical, ideological 
and administrative (Siddiqui, 1992). The philosophical existence of local government is 
rooted in the deep past. Jean Jacques Rousseau considered local government as the training 
ground for upholding democratic culture. John Stuart Mill noted that the local government is 
                                                          
26
 To know the politics-bureaucracy relations in Bangladesh, it requires covering a considerable amount of 
historical and political ground to identify the main themes. 
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the foundation of democracy (cited in Aminuzzaman, 2011). Alexis de Tocqueville during his 
visit to the USA discovered the importance of local citizens and their local government in 
keeping democracy afloat in that country (UN, 1996; Khan, 2009). In Democracy in America, 
Tocqueville distinguished the notion of local government under the names of townships, 
cities and countries (cited in Gannett, 2003).  
 
As a result, the concept of local government is institutionally embedded in all of the advanced 
democracies around the nineteenth century. A complex system of local government emerged 
in England and Germany in 19
th
 century (Wollmann, 2000; Steel, 1979). In France, a 
prefectoral system of local government established with three levels of power 
decentralization i.e. communes, departments and regions during the Fifth Republic. Many 
new states of third world countries also have adopted local government systems according to 
their own culture and context by following the western model. In every case, local 
government is responsible for local governance, local planning, development and public 
services. Despite this universal acceptance and existence of local government all over the 
world, the role and functions, effectiveness and strength of local government differ 
substantially between the developed and developing countries.  
 
As a result, in the last several decades, a number of theories – mostly based on western 
experience – have been developed through studying local government and administration. 
There are four existing major theoretical schools on local government, namely liberal 
democratic theory of local government, economic interpretation of local government, radical 
elite theory of local government, and Marxist interpretation of local government (Siddiqui, 
2005). Liberal democratic theory provides the arguments that local government is essential 
for national democracy. Local government can integrate politicians, bureaucrats and local 
people providing political education, democratic values, experience of government and 
policy-making, voting practice and self-regulation from the grassroots‘ levels. Tocqueville, 
Mill, laski, and Dahl are the main proponents of this school. The economic interpretation of 
local government entails that a local government should be organized according to the 
principles of public choice approach where local government will provide a diversity of 
goods and services assuming a diversity of individual needs, demands and preferences. 
Individuals are assumed to choose their place of residence, goods and services by comparing 
taxes and other expenses by their rational choice. On the other hand, radical elite theory 
endow with the argument that rational choice by the local people in the local government is 
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very difficult because state activities are always centralized and it is highly controlled by the 
monopoly of elite groups.  
 
Nonetheless, local government deals with less important issues and even though here is also 
collusion of monopoly between national and local elites, because local elites who control 
local government need national political support vis-à-vis national elites need to be supported 
by an underpinning structure of regional and local elites. Thus the Neo-Marxist approach 
considers local government as a local state, autonomous instrument of class domination and 
the agent of power monopoly of the capitalism. Consequently, they developed the structural 
thesis, dual state thesis and dual role thesis for the local state. C. W. Mills, W. Domhoff, 
Cockburn, Wolfe, Saunders, Duncan and Goodwin are the leading proponents of the last two 
schools of thought.       
 
Astonishingly, sometimes the theoretical and philosophical differences among the proponents 
complicate the scenario even more. It was observed in the case of British India. In 19
th
 
century, there were a two contrasting philosophical schools of thought in England – 
Utilitarianism and Rationalism – the Cornwallis and the Munro schools of thought (Abedin, 
1973). The philosophical difference between these two schools of thought complicated and 
delayed the evolution process of modern local government in British India. In fact, 
Cornwallis endeavored to execute the similar pattern of local government in India that has 
been already set up in England based on the political philosophy of utilitarianism (Wickwar, 
1970). On the other hand, Munro school was against the Cornwallis proposal. Their logic was 
that the same system that already installed for England would be completely unsuitable for 
South Asian society and would not have the same beneficial effects in British India as in 
Great Britain, because of their different social and political conditions (Abedin, 1973). They 
held that the Cornwallis system would destroy South Asian tradition and institutions. Rather, 
they favoured the continuation of Indian tradition. Finally, it was an intermeshing between 
the rationality and utility providing village panchayat as a symbol of self-government with 
powerful district administration by keeping strong bureaucratic control over the local 
government. This political and bureaucratic control over the local government had 
complicated the appropriate development and functionalism of the local government in 
Indian subcontinent which will be elaborately examined in this chapter afterward.       
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4.3 Evolution of LG, Bureaucracy, and Politics-Bureaucracy Relationships 
 
The anecdote of the evolution of political system, administration and local government 
system in Bangladesh is in many respects similar to that of India and Pakistan, as all these 
three countries shared a common indigenous culture and colonial legacy (Lewis, 2011). Once 
upon a time, these three states were under the Buddhist and the Hindu rulers, then the 
Mughals and other Muslim rulers, and after then the British colonial ruler named as British 
India (1747-1947). Lastly, in 1947, British India divided into two parts resulting two separate 
states namely India and Pakistan as a consequence of colonial rule. Bangladesh was 
integrated with Pakistan. But as a result of economic subjugation and over political 
domination by the West Pakistan then Bangladesh emerged as an independent nation state in 
1971 by liberation war. Although a new state, Bangladesh is an old country with a long 
recorded history of several thousand years as a part of Indian Subcontinent. Politics, 
bureaucracy and local governments in one form or another have been in existence in the 
Indian Subcontinent for centuries. However, the evolution of bureaucracy, local government 
and the politics-bureaucracy relations in Bangladesh can be divided and discussed into the 
four boarder categories of historical development. These are ancient or pre-colonial period, 
colonial period, Pakistan period and Bangladesh period. The analysis of this chapter will be 
limited to the time frame of pre-colonial period up to present Bangladesh.  
 
4.3.1 Ancient or Pre-colonial Period: Village Self Republic 
For the history of growth and development of governance system, administration and local 
government in Bangladesh, we need to be dated back to ancient India. In ancient India, 
administrative system evolved with the king as the focal point as we already witnessed from 
the previous chapter. According to the ―Rig Veda‖ ancient Indian Subcontinent was 
politically divided into numerous sovereign territory headed by local King or Rajas. Local 
people enjoyed administrative freedom in these kingdoms as the village was self-contained 
and autonomous in operation (Basham, 1954). The ―Headmen‖ were official agent of 
administration in the village level, who were communicated and mediated with the central 
and village levels. In addition, ―The legends of the Aryans speak of how administrative 
arrangements evolved in ancient India. The gods, at war with demons, were on the verge of 
defeat. In desperation, they got together and elected a king to lead them. The origins of the 
early Aryan administrative system may perhaps be traced to these legends‖ (Das, 2013:1).All 
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sources of Indian tradition, specially Brahmanical, Buddhist, Jaina literature, the Arthasastra 
of Kautilya and the Manusamhita show the existence of bureaucracy, representative bodies 
and local government system in Indian Subcontinent, though the forms of government was 
absolute monarchical during the ancient time of this region (Husain, 2007).Gana, Sangha, 
Sreni, Puga,Vrata etc, were the representative bodies of that time of ancient Indian. The 
numerous members of a sovereign Gana or Sangha interacted with each other as members of 
an assembly (Hasanuzzman, 2009).  
 
Moreover, there is evidence of some forms of village self-government in the oldest Hindu 
religious writing; ―the Rig Veda‖ written in approximately 1200 B.C. (Siddiqui 2005). Not 
only are they mentioned in Rig Veda, there is also definite evidence available of the existence 
of bureaucracy, village Sabahas (councils or assemblies) and Gramins (senior person of the 
village) until about 600 BC. Kautilya‘s Arthashastra was the first classical ancient Indian 
treatise on public administration, economics, ethics and defense studies (Sabharwal and 
Berman, 2013) where Kautilya advised to his King Chandragupta Maurya as an adviser 
(namely Chanakya). Accordingly, Chandragupta Maurya, the founder of Mauryan Dynasty in 
ancient India had built up his kingdom on the basis of division of labor, administrative 
hierarchies, paid salaries and expertise. Yet loyalty to the King and trustworthiness was also 
important to be appointed in the bureaucracy in this time. According to this source Mauryan 
administration was the first bureaucratic administration in India. During the rule of King 
Ashoka, Indian governance was territorial based, and was divided into province or district and 
further more into villages (Sabharwal and Berman, 2013). In the earliest times, there may 
have been between sixth and nine centuries A.D. when the Panchayat system Self-governing 
village communities characterized by agrarian economies had existed in India and it was a 
live institution with a definite function in the village levels (Tinker, 1968).  
 
These village bodies, which were called ―the little republics‖ by Sir Charles Metcalfe (British 
Governor General 1835-36), were the lines of contact with higher authorities on matter 
affecting the villages. These were caste-ridden feudal structures. According to Khanna 
(1977), every village had a self-government body of its own. Control of the central 
government was marginal and they had adequate financial resources for the performance of 
their duties. Two varieties of self-government institutions, i.e. the headman and Panchayats 
appear to be operational in rural areas since early times. The headman was not an elected 
official but came from the most dominant family in the village. His importance was due to 
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two factors: all contacts, be it political or administrative, between the villagers and higher 
authorities had to be routed through him and he was involved in collection of taxes from the 
village. The Panchayat was an elected body with executive and judicial functions. But often 
the headman controlled the Panchayat (Khan, 2009; Siddiqui 2005).  
 
During the Sultanate and the Mughal periods, the governance system was royally, based on 
Emperor or Sultan who was the focal point of governance and he had many assisting force to 
implement the imperial decisions. In this time, an organized and efficient system of 
administration and bureaucracy developed where the bureaucrats were appointed on the basis 
of their loyalty to the ruler and were given them land grants for rendering their services, and 
they also exercised political, judicial and administrative powers. They were directly under 
control of Sultan or Emperor. They were controlled by transferring from one place to another 
very frequently (Das, 2013). The land bureaucrats who engaged in Mughal period often 
exploited and oppressed the people to satisfy their master.  
 
In the case of local government, during the Sultanate and the Mughal rule of India, the 
Panchayat system disappeared altogether. The Mughal rulers gave considerable importance to 
towns or urban governance and they contributed to the development of urban local 
government, as ―the Mughals were essentially an urban people in India‖ in the words of Sir 
Jadunath Sarkar, and their most distinctive achievements in the sphere of local government 
were in urban administration (cited in Tinker, 1968:17). Each town included a number of 
wards or Mohallas. A Mir Mahalla was appointed to act as a spokesman for each Mahalla. 
The Kotwal, or Chief Executive Officer of the town, wielded wide-ranging powers including 
magisterial, police, fiscal and municipal power who united in his office the duties of a 
municipal chairman (Misra, 1970). He was assisted in performing his duties by two officials: 
a Kazis who were responsible for administration of justice and a Mahatasibs/Mansabdars 
who were assigned to prevent illegal practices (Thinker, 1968; Siddiqui, 2005).  
 
The Mughals did not interfere to the ancient customs of village government. Rather ―they 
incorporated the village into the administration as a unit for revenue and police purposes 
only‖ (Tinker, 1968:19). They maintained law and order in the village level by the ―headman 
or muqaddam‖ as village officers and servants, who were accountable or answerable 
primarily to the panchayat. The Mughal system with all its novelties lacked mechanisms for 
participation by the citizens. It was nothing more than a top-down hierarchical administrative 
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system that was intended to be an extension of the central authority into the local areas and 
the relationship between Emperor and bureaucracy was patron-client relation. Because, the 
Mughal rulers controlled their civil servants in many ways, i.e. keeping them temporary in 
the positions, frequent transfer, and by surprised visit. There is a saying that of their 200 
years of rule, the Mughal rulers spent almost 40 per cent of their time on tour to keep a watch 
over their civil servants (Das, 2013:10). At the eleventh of the Mughal rule this system 
disappeared very rapidly (Abedin, 1973) and meanwhile colonial power entered into Indian 
Subcontinent and frequent clash with the intrusive power had weaken this administrative 
system and even though it had completely broken down in some places of Indian 
subcontinent. Nonetheless, it was a great source of British colonial rulers to build a modern 
administrative system in Indian Subcontinent (Chon, 1961). Spear (1961:238) commended 
that ―The British found the wreck of this system and admired it even in decay.‖ It served as 
the foundation upon which the British colonial rulers later built a modern administrative state 
in British India (Abedin, 1973).    
 
4.3.2 Colonial Period: Administrative State and the Foundation of Modern Bureaucracy 
and Local Government 
 
The present civil service system and local government of Bangladesh had its origin in the 
arrangement developed by the British colonial rulers, as India had been divided into three 
presidencies: Bengal, Madras and Bombay. During the colonial period, Bengal presidency 
was under the Governor-General of India, and it was divided into twenty four administrative 
districts. The Governor-General gained the assistance of a Lieutenant-General for Bengal, 
Bihar and Orissa, and District Collectors.  Similarly, the District Collectors got administrative 
assistance from Deputy Collectors and Deputy Magistrates (Tepper, 1970:21). Overall, 
District Collectors were responsible to Lieutenant-General, Lieutenant-General was 
responsible to the Governor-General and the Governor-General was responsible to the 
Secretary of State for India in Whitehall and finally to the British Parliament. Thus a 
hierarchical administrative system was developed in British India as a system of governance. 
In 1765, after the formal settlement of East India Company in Indian Subcontinent, they 
recruited covenanted servants for their business purpose namely ‗writers‘ as official 
bureaucrats whose job was mercantile in nature and the writers would move to other levels, 
i.e. factor, merchant, and president in course of time by promotion (Maheshwari, 2005; Das, 
110 
 
2013).  The Company‘s appointed bureaucracy was labeled the ―Covenanted Civil Service‖. 
The post was known as ―covenant‖ and the employees who held such post came to be known 
as ―covenanted servants‖ (Kennedy, 1987:19; Chaudry, 2011:5). To be appointed as a 
bureaucrat, it was necessary to get a nomination from a director of the East India Company, 
because nomination was the only basis of appointment in the covenanted civil service. In 
many respects, nominations were made on patronage and financial considerations. ―A 
newspaper article in 1772 reported that posts of writers had been sold for 2,000 to 3,000 
pounds each, and in 1783 there was an advertisement in a newspaper offering 1,000 guineas 
for a writer‘s place in Bengal‖ (Das, 2013:13). It became such a big economic scandal in 
England that lastly the British Parliament had to step in and passed the Charter Act of 1793, 
which required the directors of the company to take an oath that they will not make any 
nomination by gifts or money (Das, 2013). Besides, the Regulating Act of 1773 also provided 
more centralized administration and facilitated to set up a strong bureaucratic system by the 
leadership of Governor-General.   
 
Lastly, in 1853, the British government decided to bring to an end of patronage system (was 
started in 1954) and open a competitive examination by a written entrance examination 
(Cohn, 1961). When the Act of 1853 was passed, a committee was appointed with the chair 
of Lord Macaulay to advice on the subjects for the examination and other related issues. The 
committee submitted its report in 1854 preferring Oxbridge (Oxford and Cambridge) 
education for recruiting candidates for the civil service. The Macaulay Committee Report 
provided the philosophical base for the Indian Civil Service (ICS). Lord Cornwallis (1786-
93), the Governor-General of India, reorganized the civil service by the principles of 
professionalism, attractive salaries, merit based appointment, training, and promotion. 
Consequently, a Civil Service Commission was established in England and the first 
competitive examination was held in London in 1855. The selected ICS bureaucrats were 
trained in a tradition which was presumed to impart the virtues of Platonic guardianship 
according to Philip Mason (pseud. Philip Woodruff) that he has mentioned in his book The 
Men Who Ruled India: The Guardians. Lastly they were deployed in the districts and in the 
secretariats both at the provincial and central levels to maintain the imperial interest of the 
British in India and it was the inception of the administrative state in British India. 
Bureaucracy was the chief apparatus of rule, control and domination of India. Then 
bureaucracy was ruler not servants. Thus Philip Mason (Philip Woodruff) wrote the ―The 
Men Who Ruled India‖ rather not writing ―the men who served India‖.   
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Table 4.1 
Composition of Indian Civil Service and the Representation of Indians (1894-1935) 
Year (decade wise) Total number of selected 
candidates 
Number of Indians Percentage 
1894-1903 564 33 5.85 
1904-1913 523 31 5.93 
1914-1923 366 147 40.16 
1924-1935 564 311 55.14 
Source: Compiled by the researcher from Maheshwari (2005:31-32) 
 
Table 4.2 
Educational Background of European ICS Officers (number and percent) 
University Those who entered ICS in 1914 and 
before 
Those who entered ICS after 1914  
Number Percent  Number Percent 
Oxford 244 47 214 41 
Cambridge 150 29 180 35 
Scots University 68 13 40 8 
Irish University 35 7 19 4 
Others 20 4 46 9 
None mentioned  4 1 17 3 
Total 521 100 516 100 
Source: Adapted from Potter (1986:71) with some modifications by the researcher 
 
In this administrative setting, if we want to look back how the political class, and governance 
system is evolved in the British India then we can see that the foundation of the British 
colonial rule in Indian Subcontinent was a matter of great significance with resultant impact 
on political system and governmental process. Yet the administrative system that was 
developed during the British period in India was borrowed from the Mughals (Cohn, 1961). 
India was divided into provinces (subas), the provinces into districts (sarkars), and the 
districts into subdivisions (parganas) under the Mughal regimes. ―The British not only 
borrowed heavily this Mughal structure of the system but to some extent took over the feeling 
tone of the Mughal administration – a mixture of great pomp and show, and combined 
benevolent and despotic intervention‖ (Cohn, 1961:8). Sir Jadunath Sarkar (1920) noted 
Indian scholar also observed the same thing before Chon and he identified similarities 
between the British administration and Mughal administrative setting in the territorial 
arrangement in India.  
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Nevertheless, the event of 1857(mutiny of sepoys) promoted the British Government to 
directly take over the Indian administration in its own hand ending hundred years of East-
India Company rule (1757-1857). As a result, in 1858, India came to be governed by the 
British parliament through a hierarchically organized bureaucratic channel, which is mostly 
known as the Viceregal System (Rashid, 2007). At the same time, multifaceted modernizing 
activities, spread of western education of colonial rule, promoted a new middle class 
background enlightened people in the Indian society who were seriously influenced by the 
Westminster type of representative government. Meanwhile, the Indian National Congress 
was founded in 1885, and demanding ICS examination should be held simultaneously in 
England and in India. There was a growing demand from the society also for Indianization in 
the administration. Finally, following the recommendations of the Aitchison Commission 
(1886) and the Islington Commission (1916) for the first time in 1922 the ICS examination 
was held in India. Till then the number of ICS officer from the Indian has been increased, and 
between 1924 to1935 in this last decade of British rule total 564 candidates were selected for 
ICS whose 311 were Indian (for details see table 4.1). 
 
In this administrative milieu, colonial rulers introduced parliamentary system of government 
in India in a gradual process. The process went on incrementally beginning with the 
Government of India Act, 1861 through 1892, 1909, 1919 to 1935 (Rashid, 2007). Under the 
government of India Act 1861, for the first time a legislature in embryo was created at the all-
India centre and provinces such as Bengal, Punjab and the North-West frontier. By this Act, 
an attempt had been made to create a representative legislative council by the extension of the 
executive council of the Governor-General with the provision of 6 to 12 additional members 
(half of them non-officials, including both Europeans and Indians) would be nominated by 
the Governor-General. Thus in relation to his council the position of the Governor-General 
became considerably strengthened (Misra, 1970). In real sense, it was not a representative 
council or legislature. It was the safeguard of imperial interest. Because, members had no 
right to raise any question. The real powers were vested in the hands of Governor-General 
and the Governor.  
 
Despite its many limitations, the Act is considered as the genesis of the legislative bodies in 
the Indian Subcontinent (Choudhury, 1963), and it increased little bit more legislative power 
than executive. Later the Act of 1892 increased the number of non-official Indian members 
(both central and provincial assemblies) who were nominated by the Governor-General upon 
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the recommendations of corporations, municipalities, universities, and so on (Mannan, 
2005).Under the Act though the members of the legislatures were allowed discussions on the 
budget and different administrative matters, their right to criticism or voting was not granted. 
―There still remained an official majority on the councils and there was still no approach to a 
parliamentary system‖ (cited from Hasanuzzman, 2009:17). In the subsequent parts of the 
effort, the British government attempted to introduce British Parliamentary model in India by 
expanding the legislative body and its functions. We observed this effort in the Act of 1909 
and 1919 which was mostly known as ‗Morley-Minto‘ and ‗Montague-Chelmsford‘ Reforms. 
Expansion of power and functions of the legislature and members, ‗separate electorates‘ for 
the Muslims, budget analysis, criticize the budget and move proposals on any subject related 
to public interest were the distinguishing features of this Act.  
 
But it did not fulfill the rising demand of Indians. Several attempts were made by the British 
government with the gradual development of the legislative council under the Act, 1919. 
―The introduction of the system of direct election, some kind of responsible government at 
the provincial level in the ‗transfer subject‘ under what was called diarchy, and majority 
position of non-government members in both central and provincial legislatures were the 
most distinguishing features of the Act‖ (Rashid, 2007:72). Under the new Act, in Bengal 
elections were held four times: 1920-21, 1923, 1926 and 1929. However, the Government of 
India Act, 1935, replaced the diarchy in Indian provinces by providing a federal form of 
responsible parliamentary government enjoying autonomous sphere of functions. Mishra 
noted ―that the secretariat, ministries, departments, tenure system, etc., are all established and 
nurtured by during the British regime, which is being continued even today‖.  It could be said 
that more or less this Act encouraged and provided some parliamentary devices for executive 
accountability to the legislature in a very restricted sense and created an urge for a sovereign 
parliament (Hakim, 1993).Alas! This had far reaching consequence because in the meantime 
in 1947, India was divided into two parts.
 
 
On the other hand, the history of local government in India reveals that colonial rulers had 
broken the traditional ruling systems and introduced a new system of local governance in 
British India. During almost two hundred years of British rule over the Indian subcontinent, a 
number of experiments were made with the local government system. All the experiments 
were intended to devise a system that would serve their imperial interest. One of the earliest 
attempts was the systematic extension of bureaucratic centralized administration to the local 
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levels. The British colonial administration that was imposed from the top in the Indian 
subcontinent concentrated on establishing a centralized and strong executive administration 
based on the paternalistic traditions of Indian society (Jamil, 2007).The major objective of the 
British in India was twofold: maximization of land revenue collection and maintenance of 
law and order. Naturally, the British as an imperial power had little understanding of, and 
interest in indigenous local self-governing institutions. As such, the favorable conditions to 
be effective local government were lacking, although the system of local government in India 
was supposedly adapted from the English model (Tinker, 1968).  
 
Nonetheless, the history of modern day local government in Bangladesh started during the 
British colonial period in India. During that period, Bangladesh was the eastern part of the 
Indian province of Bengal. Like many other British colonies, the administrative system of 
Bengal and other parts of British India was centered on district level administrative system 
where district was the core administrative unit. Under the district, there were several 
subdivisions (sub-districts) consisting of a number of police stations locally known as 
Thanas. Below the Thana, there were the villages. District administration and sub-district 
administration were the heart of colonial administration which was ruled by the ICS 
bureaucrats namely District Officer
27
 (DO) and Sub-Divisional Officer (SDO) respectively. 
What a great deal of executive power they held can be measured by the observation of Philip 
Woodruff. He said ―the district officer really was the father and mother of his people‖ 
(Woodruff, 1963:11).  Morris-Jones also observed the same thing. He observed that the 
―concentration of powers in the hands of the district officer was so great and his sharing of 
these powers so rare and minimal that it was scarcely surprising that he should have been 
called the „man-bap‟ (mother and father) of his area‖ Morris-Jones (1957:36). In the districts, 
even while overseeing the routine work of revenue collection and maintenance of law and 
order, they were inevitably engaged also in political work with local collaborators (Potter, 
1986), especially with local Zamindars to whom DOs were heavily depended for revenue 
collection. The following table (table 4.3) provides the overall position for ICS in all levels of 
administrations in British India during 1919 and 1938. It reveals that from central to rural 
level of administrations were controlled by the ICS men. 
 
                                                          
27
 Before 1960s this designation varied from region to region. DO was called either Deputy Commissioner or 
Collectorate or District Magistrate and Collector or Political Agent. After independence of Bangladesh the head 
of district administration is known as Deputy Commissioner. See also Abedin (1973).   
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Table 4.3 
The ICS Representation in the Different Levels of Location in 1919 and 1938 
 
Provinces District Level Judicial Provincial 
level 
Govt. of India Totals 
1919 1938 1919 1938 1919 1938 1919 1938 1919 1938 
Assam 34 19 2 1 12 13 1 4 49 37 
Bengal 70 81 29 34 45 42 16 20 160 177 
Bihar and Orissa 50 59 13 15 28 27 14 10 105 111 
Bombay and Sind 59 70 23 21 59 27 13 12 154 130 
Central Provinces 
& Berar 
36 36 7 10 19 17 18 12 80 75 
Madras 80 78 23 19 37 45 10 17 150 159 
Punjab 51 85 16 20 37 24 20 16 124 145 
United Provinces 117 117 28 20 37 33 28 25 210 195 
Totals 497 545 141 140 274 228 120 116 1032 1029 
(48%) (53%) (15%) (14%) (27%) (22%) (11%) (11%) (100%) (100%) 
 
Source: Adapted from Potter (1986:22) with some modifications by the researcher 
 
The reorganization of local government in Indian subcontinent was initiated by Macaulay 
who had foreseen the new possibility of self-government in 1833, and it was reaffirmed by 
the Samuel Laing, the finance member of the government of India (Misra, 1970). Especially 
after the Orissa Famine of 1866, it was necessary to introduce the local organization for fund 
creates and to meet the developmental and relief activities by the created funds. Therefore, 
the first attempt by the colonial administration to reorganize the local government system was 
The Bengal Municipal Act, 1884 for urban local government of Bengal, Orissa and Assam, 
and The Bengal Village Chowkidai Act of 1870. 
 
The Act tried to revive and established Panchayat system with individuals (five members 
body) nominated by district collector with the sole purpose of levying and collecting 
Chowkidari tax for the maintenance of village watchmen and maintenance of law and order 
for four year terms, as the 1860‘s were a period of agrarian unrest (Tepper, 1970). If any 
member who were nominated for Panchayats refused to serve could be fined fifty rupees. As 
a result of the Act, the first local Government bodies appeared in rural Bengal. Though in 
1870, the Village Chowkidari Act in Bengal established union Panchayats to collect tax to 
maintain Chowkidars (village police), but it was not popular with villagers as it lacked 
popular participation and representation.  Thus, about two decades later, Lord Ripon noted 
the change in the development of Indian society and in a letter addressed to Gladstone 
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pleaded for the introduction of local self-government based on the philosophy of people‘s 
representation.  
 
He wrote – we  are going to open a new beginning and a new means of our administration 
―such measures will not only have an immediate effect in promoting gradually and safely the 
political education of the people, which I hold to be a great object of public policy, but will 
also pave the way for further advances in the same direction…….You will observe then that 
the question involved in the policy which I have been pursuing upon this subject of local self-
government is a broad question of political principle‖ (cited in shortly from Misra, 1970:40-
41). Lord Ripon‘s resolution of May 18, 1882 was important for two reasons: it set out 
general principles for development of local institutions in the future and provided the 
rationale behind functions of local bodies for popular political education. As Lord Ripon 
seemed local government ―as an instrument of political and popular education‖. At the same 
time, he also held that extreme bureaucratic control over the local government is the major 
impediment to achieve the goal (Tinker, 1968; Tepper, 1966). Thus, the resolution 
emphasized to having a two-thirds majority of non-officials (elected) members in all local 
bodies. Lastly, Lord Ripon's Resolution on local self-government laid the foundation of local 
self-government in rural India (Khan, 2009), even if the supporter of a ―paternal 
administration‖ especially the provincial governments and district officers (ICS bureaucrats) 
were against and ignored this attempt who were responsible for putting them into practice 
(Tinker, 1968). The Ripon‘s resolution was passed in 1885 as The Bengal Local Self-
Government Act III of 1885. The Bengal Local Self Government Act, 1885 provided a three-
tier rural local government system at three different levels, district, sub-division and union, 
namely the district board, the local board (for sub-division) and the union committee (Blair, 
1985; Westergaard & Alam 1995; Siddiqui, 2005).  
 
The district board was made the principal unit of local self-government and the collector was 
the chair, who was exercising the real authority. District councils were called District Boards 
(later known as Zila Parishads in Bangladesh). Sub-divisional Boards were also constituted 
which was rather short-lived. District and sub-divisional boards were under official tutelage, 
whereas the Union Parishads were headed by elected representatives. Under the Act, the 
villages were grouped into unions for the first time (each consisting of around 15 villages). 
Members of the union committee and local board were elected by a restricted electorate and 
the district board members were indirectly elected. A local government council was 
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established at the union level known as the ‗Union Board‘ (later known as ‗Union Parishad‘). 
However majority of members of these councils were nominated and that was dependent 
upon the district magistrate and therefore, the change was more formal than real (Tinker, 
1968). This is why, ―For more than three decades following the implementation of the Local 
Self-government Act of 1885, there was no serious move to redefine relations between the 
bureaucracy and local government‖ (Ahmed, 2009:34).  
 
As a result, a Royal Commission on decentralization of power was appointed in 1907 and the 
commission submitted its report in 1909, with recommendations of decentralization and to 
associate Indians in the process of governance and administration (Siddiqui, 2005). In 1909, 
the Mortely-Minto Reforms were enacted but that was not accepted by all Indians. Lastly, 
The Bengal Village Self-Government Act of 1919 was passed by following the Montague-
Chelmsford Report in 1918. This Act provided three tiers of local government; District 
Board, local Board and Union Board. It also laid the foundation of local democracy and 
differentiation of political and bureaucratic roles (Ahmed, 2009). The Act abolished 
Chowkidari Panchayat and replaced the DO as the chairman of the District Board by an 
elected representative with the ‗mandatory‘ provision of having two-thirds of non-officials 
(elected) in the above three levels of local government. As a ―transferred‖ subject, local self-
government was entirely the department of elected ministers, responsible to provincial 
legislatures, and Sir Surendra Nath Banerjea, the veteran Congress leader became the first 
Bengal Minister for local self-government (Tinker, 1968:129-130).  
 
Whatsoever, notwithstanding many ―limitations and other constraints, the 1919 Act provided 
the Indians with the first opportunity to practice Westminster type of parliamentary 
democracy in miniature‖ (Rashid, 2007:73) putting under popular controland the politicians 
made his advent in administration at the national and local levels of government after the 
introduction of the Montford Reforms in 1919, although the Act of 1919 provided specific 
safeguards to protect the civil servants from possible political harassment. For instance, no 
officer could be dismissed from service or their pay and allowances could not be stopped and 
eventually a system of governmental protection was given to the bureaucrats even when 
working in the sphere of transferred subjects and thus under the political master 
(Maheshwari, 2005:23). Nonetheless, this act provided power to formulate policy and to 
determine the general direction of the administration. Therefore, since 1919, the governing 
relations between politicians and bureaucrats became resembling an uneasy partnership, 
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when the Indian politicians were appointed as the Ministers at the provincial level under the 
Act of 1919. It was like ―from paradise lost‖ to the ICS bureaucrats. The notion of serving 
under political leaderships was completely new to the ICS bureaucrats, because before then 
they were the agent of power monopoly. Although in the case of dispute between the minister 
and the secretary, the secretary could bypass the minister and act according to the orders from 
the governor of the province (Rahman, 2002). Even when the minister did want to make a 
decision in opposition to the ICS bureaucrat in the department, he was not always successful. 
Consequently, in the following few years, some of the ministers and even 345 ICS 
bureaucrats reigned from their posts in protest (Ahmad, 1964). 
 
As a result, bureaucrats were horizontally involved in the governance and developmental 
works with elected representatives in central and provincial administration. This is why the 
ICS is termed as ‗the steel frame‘ by the British Prime Minister Lloyd George,28 though the 
social contacts of the bureaucracy to the mass people were weak and not expected level, 
because of their elitist behavior. The argument against such administrators essentially was 
that their background was not conductive to an attitude and temperament necessary for any 
level of development activities (Dwivedi and Jain, 1985). Because, during the colonial 
period, bureaucracy was the only institution that was already strong and well developed, not 
politics, and it has often adopted paternalistic attitudes toward citizen as well (Sabharwal and 
Berman, 2013).     
 
Moreover, the characteristic behavior patterns of ICS bureaucrats were clearly political, even 
though they were rarely labeled them as such (Potter, 1986). Although they were involved in 
overseeing and organizing the implementation of decisions made by political leaders but they 
also made authoritative decisions by themselves as leaders within the state structure (Potter, 
1986). Most importantly, the ICS bureaucrats were centrally involved in pursuing partisan 
objectives of colonial interest by mobilizing groups in society either support or restraint them 
who had different political orientations. In this regard, Potter (1986:36) has noted a very clear 
view of an ICS bureaucrat ―our main responsibility was the maintenance of ‗Pax 
Britannica‘…we were against Congress who were trying to chuck the British out of India and 
we tended to regard with favour those Indians whom we considered ‗loyal‘, and with 
                                                          
28
 Lloyd George used this term in his speech while he made address in the House of Commons in August, 1922. 
He said ―I can see no period when they (the Indians) can dispense with the guidance and assistance of this small 
nucleus of the British Civil Service, of British Officials in India……they are the steel frame of the whole 
structure‖. 
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disfavour those whom we consider ‗disloyal‘.‖ On the other hand, the Indian born bureaucrat 
was Indian in blood and colour, but English in tastes, in opinions, in morals and intellect 
(Ahmad, 1964). This is why Woodruff (1963:11) had commented that ―it is hard to believe 
that the impress of English ways of thinking will vanish altogether‖. As such the ultimate 
effect was that a relationship of mutual trust, cooperation and mutual understanding between 
the politicians and the bureaucrats failed to develop. Nonetheless, since 1919 up to 1947, and 
until settling the partition of India, British administration and particularly the ICS bureaucrats 
were under political pressure to a greater or lesser, depending on time and place throughout 
the India. As a result, once upon a time, ―the ICS men became political instruments of 
political leaderships, whether they liked it or not‖ which Potter (1986:43) termed ―this was 
not political interference; it was rather a new political context within which‖ political 
leaderships and the ICS bureaucrats had to operate the governance in India up to 
independence and even after independence of India.   
 
4.3.3 Pakistan Period: Military State – Civil and Military Bureaucracy Nexus 
 
After being partition of India, the ICS bureaucrats were disseminated between two 
independent states, India and Pakistan according to their choice (for British officers) and 
religion (for Indians origin of bureaucrats). But the history reveals that in the late 1946 to 
1947 and up to settling the partition, there was a political turmoil and polarization in Indian 
politics and administration while Muslim League joined to the ―Constituent Assembly-cum-
interim government‖ (Potter, 1986). Muslim League joined to the interim government not to 
cooperate with Congress but to prevent Congress from tightening its hold on the 
administration and whole government machinery, and that was rather a silent signal to 
Muslim ICS bureaucrats to align them with the Muslim League and to discard the notions of 
a neutral civil service (Potter, 1986; Chaudry, 2011). In real sense, that was a very critical 
time and a ‗state of confusion‘ for the ICS bureaucrats, because they were very worried about 
their future, as the political leaders both the Congress and Muslim League was very skeptical 
about the colonial bureaucracy. Finally, subsequent to the partitioning of the Indian 
Subcontinent in 1947, three options were presented before the ICS bureaucrats to choose one 
of the three alternatives for their future.  
 
First, he might opt for service either in India or Pakistan without reduction in salary or rank and without loss of 
retirement privileges, which included pension benefits payable in sterling. The second alternative was to leave 
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service with a severance allowance equal to the officer‘s salary from 1947 to the normal retirement date (usually 
at age 60). The third possibility was to leave service and then re-enter by personal contract usually for a one- or 
two- year term, each contract negotiated separately between the officer and the government (Braibanti, 
1963:366).  
 
As a result, 95 of the 101 Muslim ICS-IPS bureaucrats in 1947 (shown in the table 4.5) opted 
for service in Pakistan, Hindu officers remained in India, of course one Christian officer 
opted for Pakistan who was appointed the Chief Justice of Pakistan later (Braibanti, 1963), 
and a number of British bureaucrats chose to stay on in Pakistan and India, some resigned 
from service and reentered on contractual basis, and some returned to Britain getting 
retirement.  
 
Table 4.4 
Communal Composition of ICS in 1936 
Communities Number Percentage 
Europeans 618 60.53 
Hindus 294 28.79 
Muslims 65 6.37 
Indian Christians 25 2.45 
Domiciled Europeans and Anglo-Indians 2 0.19 
Sikhs 6 0.59 
Depressed Classes 1 0.10 
Parsis 9 0.88 
Others 1 0.10 
Total 1,020 100.00 
 
Source: Adapted from Maheshwari (2005:33) 
 
Table 4.5 
Communal Composition and Cadre Strength of ICS-IPS in Pakistan in 1947 
Cadre and Communities Number Percentage 
Muslim ICS 83 53.0 
Indian Christian ICS 1 0.6 
British ICS 36 23.0 
Muslim IPS 12 7.6 
British IPS 14 8.8 
War Service Candidates 11 7.0 
Total 157 100.00 
 
Source: Adapted from Braibanti (1963:367) with partial modifications by the researcher 
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Thus, Pakistan had not only inherited the powers of the British India but also its 
administrative machinery (Sayeed, 1968). The government of the newly created Pakistan 
maintained the system of ICS tradition administration inherited from British. New 
government of Pakistan installed old cadre system with only some modifications in the civil 
service of British India. Although there had been significant sentiment to utterly modify the 
colonial bureaucratic system, nevertheless the government of Pakistan was hardly in a 
position to do anything about it. Because, as Muslim had traditionally low representations in 
the ICS, and as Pakistan did not inherited enough trained bureaucrats to fill required post for 
the new state. Accordingly, partition left the institutions of the newly created state in a 
shambles (Kennedy, 1987).  
 
This is why; the newly established Pakistan government had pressing concern to run the 
government rather than administrative reform. After independence, administration 
reorganized in the name of All Pakistan Services – combining Civil Service and the Police 
Service of Pakistan (CSP & PSP) and including other cadres as was in British India. The 
Civil Service of Pakistan (CSP) was at the apex of the administrative structure in Pakistan. It 
was the predecessor of the ICS which was called ―the lineal descendent of the ICS‖ 
(Kennedy, 1987:31). After independence of Pakistan, the CSP was formally encadred in 
1950, and a number of officers had been admitted to the CSP from extra ICS ranks. Indeed of 
the total CSP cadre strength of 175 in 1950 including the new appointed officers that was 
started from 1948, while 94 were former ICS officers (Kennedy, 1987:32).  
 
The recruitment of CSP was highly competitive, as it was in the ICS. There was an intensive 
training for fresh recruited cadres at the civil service academy. After training they were 
assigned to the fields of district administration, provincial secretariat, the judiciary, and the 
central secretariat. Promotion and transfer was based on merit, seniority and performance. 
The table 4.6 presents the new recruitment in the Pakistan civil service from 1948-1971 and 
the table 4.7 presents the total cadre strengths of the CSP (both ICS + CSP) in both West and 
East Pakistan from 1961 to 1971.  
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Table 4.6 
Number of New Recruitment CSP in Pakistan by Competitive Exam (1948-1971) 
Year (batch) West Pakistan East Pakistan Total 
1948 16 3 19 
1949 12 9 21 
1950 14 7 21 
1951 8 4 12 
1952 10 6 16 
1953 10 5 15 
1954 18 7 25 
1955 13 6 19 
1956 10 11 21 
1957 13 6 19 
1958 13 10 23 
1959 14 12 26 
1960 16 8 24 
1961 12 11 23 
1962 11 13 24 
1963 18 9 27 
1964 22 13 35 
1965 15 15 30 
1966 16 13 29 
1967 7 13 20 
1968 10 10 20 
1969 8 12 20 
1970 8 0 8 
1971 7 0 7 
Source: Compiled by the researcher using qualitative data from Chaudry (2011:344-352). 
 
Table 4.7 
Total Strengths of the CSP in Pakistan (including former ICS+CSP 1961-1971) 
Year Number 
1961 366 
1962 385 
1963 410 
1964 434 
1965 461 
1966 482 
1967 501 
1968 514 
1969 522 
1970 473 
1971 483 
Source: Compiled by the researcher from Kennedy (1987: 34).  
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In the above administrative arrangement, the political system that was instituted in Pakistan 
was very similar to that which functioned in British India.  Since its inception, Pakistan 
developed a ‗Viceregal System‘(Sayeed, 1968) instead of a parliamentary one, and Quaid-i-
Azam Mohammad Ali Jinnah, the main architect of Pakistan state chose to be the first 
Governor-General of Pakistan keeping all executive power in his hand after independence. 
During the British period, Governor-General was answerable to the Secretary of State for 
India in Whitehall and finally to British Parliament, but Jinnah was answerable to none – 
neither Constituent Assembly nor Legislature (Ahmed, 1980:28). Moreover, at the same time, 
Jinnah held 3 top posts – the Governor-General, the President of the Pakistan Muslim League 
and the President of the Constituent Assembly.  
 
As a result, ―Jinnah was poised at a critical juncture of the state machinery, from where he 
could legislate for almost everything within national boundaries‖ (Waseem, 2007:91). Of 
course, Alavi‘s argument in this respect was to some extent different. According to Alavi, 
Jinnah was an old and ailing man who was more a prisoner of high posts than their incumbent 
and the real power centralized in the hands of higher bureaucracy (cited in Waseem, 
2007:91). He also had a very subterranean dependency on bureaucracy which could be 
observe form his address that has given towards bureaucracy at Government House in 
Peshawar, April 14, 1948, where he advised to the bureaucrats not to be influenced by the 
politicians and partisan politics. Nevertheless very interestingly, Jinnah was rather relied and 
dependent to the bureaucracy (Ali, 1983). Even though, he created a new post of ‗Secretary 
General‘ in the government by the advice of a bureaucrat, Chaudhri Mohammad Ali, who 
was also appointed for this post to look after the whole administration of Pakistan, what 
ought to be done by the political leadership. Even though Ali could supersede ministers in 
policy decisions insofar as the enjoyed the confidence of both Jinnah and Liaqat. That is why, 
Professor Sayeed has claimed that Jinnah maintained secret bureaucratic channel thus the 
―weight of Jinnah‘s charisma was manipulated in favour of the administrative wing of the 
new state and against the non-bureaucratic institutions and individuals‖ (cited from Waseem, 
2007:91).  
 
As a nationalist leader and founder father of Pakistan, why Jinnah was overly dependent to 
the bureaucracy? Interestingly, in that case, there is a clear difference among the Pakistani 
scholars in their explanations.  Alavi (1972) has seen it as the consequences of colonial rule. 
Jalal (1986) has seen as a post-independent phenomenon, and Waseem (2007) has seen it as 
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the effect of administrative inexperience of political leadership and bureaucratic paternalism. 
Waseem (2007:59) observed that ―in the case of the Muslim League, the political leadership 
had no experience of administration; it was, therefore, bound to seek bureaucratic protection 
for both their previously existing social status and the newly-acquired political role.‖ On the 
other hand, Professor Sayeed (1968), Ahmad (1964), Braibanti (1966), Kennedy (1987), and 
Chaudry (2011) have observed the bureaucratic role in Pakistan in the light of weak political 
structure, where bureaucracy was used as an instrument of control by the new political 
leadership, and it was difficult to dismantle the bureaucratic power by the political 
leaderships in Pakistan state. In addition, the bureaucracy in Pakistan was indeed more 
experienced in the art of governance than most of the politicians that resulted to rely on 
bureaucracy to nun the administration (Ahmed, 1986).  
 
Unfortunately, after the death of Jinnah and Liaquat Ali Khan, bureaucracy had also 
continued its dominant role with more stronger in the political process and governance by 
occupying all commanding posts in the political scene (Hasanuzzman, 1988). Even though, 
they had given legal or constitutional protection by the Constituent Assembly in 1954, and 
1956, and 1962 constitutions (Ahmed, 1968). In this respect Sayeed (1968:259) observed that 
―Once administrators taste power, the appetite for it grows by what it is fed on. The 
machinery that was carried over from the British days largely rested on the Governor and the 
Central civil servants placed in the Provinces.‖ Ahmad (1964:239) had evaluated the 
bureaucratic power in the Pakistan state by saying that-  
 
The ascendency of the civil servants was also due to the poverty of leadership among politicians. Two civil 
servants were able to reach the position of the head of State. Two of them held the office of Prime Minister. 
Many others held the positions of ministers in the central and in the provincial governments, and a few became 
the chief ministers of certain provinces. The posts of provincial governors were ordinarily filled by civil 
servants.  
 
On the other hand, Jahan (1972); Ahmed (1980), in their research has shown that after 
independence, the political elites who came to power in Pakistan were ―oligarchic‖ in nature 
and they had a very narrow support base in the society. This is why; they liked to work 
keeping alliance with bureaucrats. Therefore, from 1947 to 1953 the Muslim League and the 
align bureaucrats dominated government and politics in both the central and provincial 
legislature of Pakistan including East Bengal Legislative Assembly. Beyond Jinnah and 
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Liaqat, four persons, Choudhary Mohammad Ali, Ghulam Mohammad, Iskandar Mirza and 
General Ayub whom Waseem (2007:139) termed ‗gang of four‘ ―freely operating on the 
chessboard of Pakistani politics.‖ About two decades since independence, they carried out 
their dominating role by keeping group alignment. However the landslide electoral victory of 
Jukto Front in the Provincial Legislature thereby ending the monopoly of the Muslim League 
at least in the eastern part of the country. Unfortunately, it could not attain foothold and 
within a short span of time Pakistan had sunk in the lowest depth of degradation by 1958 
military coup making room for a martial law government which represented a new alignment 
of politico-bureaucratic elites in Pakistani politics and administration, as if military 
intervention in politics thus became almost a structural feature of the bureaucratic polity of 
Pakistan (Rasiduzzman, 1967; Molla, 2000; Waseem, 2007). The political process thus 
moved towards the model of local government in the name of Basic Democracy under the 
overwhelming control of the civil-military bureaucracy in the process of governance and 
development. Though the military rule tried to civilianize by the 1962 constitution and 
appointing the civilian minister but the real power was always concentrated in the hands of 
civil-military bureaucracy in united Pakistan until 1971 (Ahmed, 1980).  
 
In explaining the local government, during the formative years of Pakistan's existence, it 
started with the colonial style of local government and no significant change was noticed, 
though Cohn (1961) has identified a clearly Mughal pattern of administration and territorial 
divisions in Pakistan. Historically, there were four standards of local government in Pakistan 
(Braibanti, 1966). The first and oldest form was orthodox district administration which has 
essentially been autocratic rule with a strong touch of paternalism. The second was rural 
uplift or for rural development in the sub-district level which was also ruled by the 
bureaucracy. The third was local self-government in the village level legitimized by the law 
and formal structure with electoral mode. And these three standards were merged into a 
system by general Ayub Khan which was known as ‗Basic Democracy‘ (Braibanti, 1966). 
Thus the major change in local government occurred by General Ayub Khan, who seized 
state power in 1958, introduced a system of local government known as Basic Democracy. 
The result was a symmetrical and hierarchal local government extending from the elected 
Union Council with primary local government and operational functions, through the Thana 
Council with review and coordinating functions and the District Council with both 
governance and coordinating functions and to the Divisional Council with review and 
coordination functions (Wheeler, 1967:2-3)  It bore a clear resemblance of two layers, the 
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union councils and municipal committees of the British days (Khan 2009). The Basic 
Democracies Order, 1959 covered both urban and rural local government. It provided for four 
tiers: Divisional Council, District Council, Thana Council, and Union Council from vertical 
order from higher to lower hierarchies. In this system 80, 000 (40,000 for East Pakistan and 
40,000 for West Pakistan) Basic Democrats were elected on the basis of direct adult franchise 
and they were only allowed to vote for the Presidential election. Yet Ayub claimed that it was 
an innovative way of democratic practice but in real sense, the concept of Basic Democracy 
lacked novelty an innovation. It was rather a politically motivated reform of military rule by 
which the regime tried to establish an institutional support base for itself at the local 
grassroots level. Thana administration during the Pakistan period was a new level of local 
government that was run by the Circle Officer. His primary responsibility was to guide the 
local bodies at the lower levels and to supervise the development activities.  
 
Thana council was established under the direct supervision of the bureaucrats namely, Sub-
divisional Officers (SDOs). However, the Thana council did not have the power of taxation, 
unlike district and union boards. Divisional and district council was also highly control and 
supervised by the bureaucracy, and a vast array of economic, developmental and social 
activities of the bureaucrats had marginalized the political leaderships in the rural areas. ―This 
seriously undermined the role of the politician for he could neither put forward vigorously the 
interests of his constituents, nor was much patronage available to him‖ at the rural level 
(Sayeed, 1968:281). Moreover, one statement of Iskander Mirza made all things clears that 
how important was the local administration to the Pakistan government in the formative 
phase. He said ―You cannot have old British system of Administration [and] at the same time 
allow politicians to meddle with the Civil Service. In the British system, the District 
Magistrate was the king–pin of administration. His authority was unquestioned. We have to 
restore that‖ (cited from the Chaudry, 2011:26). This statement of Iskander Mirza clearly 
reveals that why Jinnah adopted Governor-General System instead of Westminster style. 
During the colonial period, bureaucrats felt comfort to work under direct control of Governor 
rather than political leaders. This experience of bureaucracy influenced Pakistani system of 
governance after independence, as bureaucracy had overwhelming influence on Jinnah. Thus 
many scholars have also characterized Pakistan (1947-71) as an administrative state like 
British India. The introduction of Basic Democracy by the military regime had 
institutionalized the central politics into the local levels in the name of ‗Electoral College‘ 
and it changed the nature of the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats (Abedin, 
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1973). For almost fourteen out of the twenty four years of the country‘s united existence, its 
policy administration process was dominated by a coalition of civil and military bureaucrats 
(Ahmed, 2002). Interestingly, it did not happen in India which was also become independent 
at the same time. In comparison with India, Chaudry (2011: xix) commends that ―After 1947 
the roles were reversed. While the successor of the ICS in India went about its role as a 
relatively apolitical institution, the CSP allied itself with the Pakistan Army, and between the 
two of them they ruled Pakistan to the exclusion of the politicians‖.  
 
Since its independence, Pakistani political structure and institutions were weak and there was 
a clear political vacuum.  This situation has enabled the civil-military bureaucracy to step in 
to fill the vacuum (Ahmad, 1964). This is why Professor K. B. Sayeed noted in the 1960s that 
―today in the government of Pakistan the civil servants often play an even more powerful role 
than that of their imperial predecessors. This ascent to power has been both steady and 
dramatic‖ (Sayeed, 1960:383). Moreover, the bureaucratic perception towards Pakistani 
politicians was not very positive and almost cent percent senior bureaucrats thought that the 
political leaders and the people were not yet ready to independence and therefore, the 
bureaucrats should look after the government and administration (Ahmad, 1964). Therefore, 
there were three major factors that affected the relationship between politicians and 
bureaucrats in Pakistan after independence up to 1970. The first was the strong colonial 
bureaucracy with no sustained mutual working experience between politicians and 
bureaucracy. According to Morris-Jones this lack of mutual trust has been carried over the 
post-independence period. He also held that ―it is a relic of the past when the civil service 
was an arm of that foreign administration which put in prison a large number of those who 
are now the leading politicians‖ (cited in Ahmad, 1964:126). Independence of Pakistan would 
not have been changed the political scenario in any significance manner. The second factor 
which influenced the relationship between the politicians and bureaucrats in united Pakistan 
was the relative superiority in personal ability and experience of the average bureaucrats over 
the average politicians (Ahmad, 1964; Chaudry, 2011).  
 
As a result, the independence of Pakistan did not make any sense that it was different from 
bureaucratic control as so was in the colonial period. Waseem‘s comment is very applicable 
here in this respect ―In the common parlance, the transfer of power had taken place between 
the two governments, the outgoing British government and the incoming Muslim League 
government. However, a closer look at the whole episode reveals that the actual transition 
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took place between the British Bureaucracy and the emergent Pakistani bureaucracy‖ 
(Waseem, 2007:135-36). The third and final reason was the instability of the political 
governments and the economic disparity among the different regions in Pakistan which 
influenced upon the relations between politics and bureaucracy in Pakistan. Braibanti (1966) 
has explained this reason more comprehensively.   
 
Since its inception, west wing of Pakistan dominated east wing for unidentified reasons. 
Nevertheless, Braibanti (1966:48) has identified two reasons and the first one that was ―The 
consequent closer identity of the Muslim of East Pakistan with the Hindu Bengali has given 
rise to a misconception in West Pakistan, namely, that East Pakistan is too friendly to India 
and therefore anti-Pakistan‖. He held that ―this was not a fair interpretation of the problem, 
because Muslim similarity with Hindu Bengali was essentially one of culture rather than of 
politics‖. The relationships between central government and the East Pakistan had been 
degraded gradually for such many reasons.  
 
According to Braibanti (1966), another more reason was historical. After formation of 
Pakistan, administration and politics were less stable, highly charged with turbulent emotion, 
and exceedingly fractious. For various historical reasons, Muslim Bengalis had always been 
underrepresented in government service, especially in the ICS. This problem was continued 
in the administration of new Pakistan state after partition. Only one Bengali was among the 
total 133 ICS-IPS officers available to Pakistan at partition (Braubanti, 1966:49). In addition, 
the appointment of Aziz Ahmed as chief secretary to the East Pakistan had created 
dissatisfaction among the Bengali bureaucrats which felt deprived at a lack of representation 
at higher levels of bureaucracy (Chaudry, 2011).  
 
The top and middle positions in the East Pakistan Secretariat were filled by the old ICS and 
Panjab dominated bureaucrats (Zaheer, 1994). Table 4.6 and 4.8 clearly reveal that East 
Pakistan representation in the bureaucracy and other senior administrative posts were very 
marginal. In the new recruitment of CSP after independence, East Pakistan representation 
was only average 30 percent of total recruitment, even while East Pakistan held more than 50 
percent of the total population of Pakistan. Same imbalance was in the military and economic 
sectors also. Bengali had only 5 percent representation in the total military bureaucracy in 
Pakistan (see table 4.9).   
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Table 4.8 
East-West Representation in the Higher Ranks of the Central Secretariat, 1955 
Rank East Pakistan West Pakistan East % of Total 
Secretary - 19 - 
Joint Secretaty 3 38 7.3 
Deputy Secretary 10 123 7.5 
Undersecretary 38 510 7.0 
  Source: Adapted from Jahan (1972:26)    
 
 
Table 4.9 
Military Elite in Pakistan, July 1955 (no of officers) 
Service East Pakistan West Pakistan 
Army 14 894 
Navy 7 593 
Air Force 60 640 
Source: Adapted from Jahan (1972:25)    
 
On the other hand, economic policy was centralize and also dominated by the West Wing of 
Pakistan, as so in the politico-administrative sphere (Jahan, 1972). The economic disparity 
between the two wings was substantially high. Moreover, allocation of resources, foreign aid 
and development expenditure were disproportionately allocated between the two wings. The 
data from the following tables (table 4.10, 4.11, 4.12, 4.13) show the complete scenario of 
economic disparity between the East and West Pakistan. 
 
Table 4.10 
Disparity of Expenditure in East and West Pakistan (Rs. in crores) 
Period East Pakistan  West Pakistan 
 Revenue 
Expenditure 
Development 
Expenditure 
Total %  Revenue 
Expenditure 
Development 
Expenditure 
Total % 
1950-51to 
1954-55 
171 100 271 20  720 400 1120 80 
1954-55 to 
1959-60 
254 270 524 26  898 757 1655 74 
1960-61 to 
1964-65 
434 970 1404 32  1284 2071 3355 68 
1965-66 to 
1969-70 
648 1656 2304 36  2223 2970 5193 64 
 
Source: Compiled by the researcher using data from Waseem (2007:265) 
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Table 4.11 
Foreign Aid and Loans 1947-48 to June 30, 1960 (Rs. in crores) 
 East Pakistan West Pakistan Center Total 
 Amount % of 
Total 
Amount % of 
Total 
Amount % of 
Total 
Amount 
Foreign 
Development Aid 
93.89 17 335.22 62 113.03 21 542.14 
U. S. Commodity 
Aid 
129.00 30 262.00 64 18.00 6 409.00 
Source: Adapted from Jahan (1972:35) with some modifications by the researcher 
 
Table 4.12 
Rate of Interregional Per Capita Disparity in GRP at 1959/60 Prices (Rs.) 
 
 Per Capita Gross Regional 
Product of East Pakistan 
Per Capita Gross 
Regional Product of 
West Pakistan 
East-West Disparity 
Ratio (%) 
1949/50 287 345 1.19 
1959/60 269 355 1.32 
1969/70 314 504 1.61 
 
Source: Adapted from Ahamed (2007:93). 
 
Table 4.13 
Inter-Wing Trade Imbalance (Rs. in crores) 
Year East Pakistan to West 
Pakistan 
West Pakistan to East 
Pakistan 
West Pakistan‘s Net 
Gain 
1959-60 36.10 54.26 18.16 
1960-61 36.31 80.11 43.80 
1961-62 40.07 83.19 43.12 
1962-63 46.89 91.75 44.86 
1963-64 51.07 84.42 33.35 
1964-65 54.15 85.70 31.55 
1965-66 65.18 120.86 55.68 
1966-67 56.73 90.13 33.40 
 
Source: Pakistan, Ministry of Finance, The Budget in Brief 1967-68, (Rawalpindi, 1967), P. 
49. 
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In the post-independent period, a peculiar pattern of governing system emerged in Pakistan 
which was dominated by the bureaucracy under the banner of political leadership. This 
pattern of governance got an especial character of bureaucratic leviathan in the second 
decade, when military took over the power and it continued until 1970. Thus Pakistan became 
such a bureaucratic state where the ―political elements who were new to power and who 
enjoyed political office practically in the pleasure of the higher bureaucracy‖ (Waseem, 
2007:155). Even though, bureaucrats did not get punishment while they involved in the 
severe misconduct or economic corruptions. Bureaucratic accountability in the process of 
governance was far cry. The ratio of penalties (see table 4.14) to the bureaucrats and other 
government officials was very minimal and mostly it was limited in the compulsory 
retirement and warning only.  
 
Table 4.14 
Ratio of Penalties of Central and Provincial Government Servants in 1959 and 1960 
 
Penalty Central Government West 
Pakistan 
East 
Pakistan 
Grand 
Total 
Class 1 Class 
2 
Class 
3 
Total All classes All classes All classes 
Dismissal 4 14 110 128 214 254 596 
Removal 0 0 0 0 242 60 302 
Compulsory Retirement 71 68 547 686 0 877 1,563 
Reduction in Rank 8 31 163 202 - - 202 
Special Report 25 88 362 475 - - 475 
Reduction in Increment 2 5 0 7 88 152 247 
Warning 27 14 121 162 - - 162 
Displeasure 1 1 0 2 - - 2 
Total 138 221 1,303 1662 544 1,343 3,549 
 
Source: Adapted from Braibanti (1966:293) with partial modifications by the researcher 
 
Therefore, the economic and political development in the first two decades was steady but 
bureaucratic development was high. As it was like reverse of Hunting‘s thesis. The key 
variables: coherence, adaptability, complexity and autonomy which have identified by 
Huntington (1965) for political development and institutionalization were appropriate for 
only the civil-military bureaucracy in Pakistan. The bureaucracy was ―overdeveloped‖. This 
is why; the proponents of balance growth thesis who were prominent for supporting 
bureaucratic role in the governance and developmental process in post-colonial societies, i.e. 
Pye, LaPalombara, and Riggs, ascribe the latter phenomenon directly to the bureaucracy‘s 
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over development (cited in Waseem, 2007:165). During the Pakistan period, civil-military 
bureaucracy was the main weapon of domination along with socio-economic and cultural 
subjugation. The politico-administrative policies that pursued by the Pakistan state were 
characterized the extreme centralization. ―The Bengali elite, especially the growing 
vernacular elite of East Bengal, was unhappy with this policy of political-administrative 
centralization‖ where Bengali were losing their rights gradually and ―they were not even 
masters of their own house‖ (Jahan, 1972:29).  
 
In the Pakistan state, the west dominated politicians and bureaucrats had developed such an 
interlocking relationship that was fulfilled solely the interest of west Pakistani dominant 
class, which resulted regional conflicts and ultimately led to the breakup of Pakistan (Ahmed, 
1980; Jahan, 1972). Various disparities especially, economic disparity between two wing of 
Pakistan bred resentment and abhorrence to each other. Transfer of capital from east wing 
and establishment of industries in the west wing crippled economy of the east wing and made 
it an ―internal colony‖ of the west wing (Jahan, 1972; Molla, 2000). Consequently, Bengalis 
demand for regional autonomy with economic emancipation.
29
 When it was rejected by the 
Pakistan state, subsequently they raised the demand of full independence and it was also 
rejected by the west dominated elites.  
 
Moreover, when Awami League (AL-the leading political party of the then East Pakistan) 
wanted to form the government after winning in the National Assembly election in 1970 with 
an absolute majority, then West Pakistan refused to transfer the power to the new elected 
government and launched the cowardly military attack on unarmed civilian Bengalis and 
following a bloody liberation war, finally Bengali got their independence in 1971 by winning 
in the liberation war and thus emerged a new nation state Bangladesh. Morris-Jones (1980) 
remarks that ―some difficulties were inherent in the conception and birth of Pakistan‖ and 
―the cry ―Joy Bangla‖ kills the Pakistan of 1947-71 reality to fulfill that of the 1940 dream‖ 
that resulted new nation Bangladesh.     
 
4.3.4 Bangladesh Period     
                                                          
29
 Since the formation of Pakistan Bengali were deprived by the West Pakistan in all spheres of governance and 
state affairs. As a result, they raised their demand for autonomy from the 1960s with 6 points movement and 
after a long struggle by the leadership of Sheikh Mujibur Rahman; lastly they crossed the river shading a legacy 
of blood for achieving their economic emancipation.      
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This section is essentially the continuation of the previous one with more emphasizing the 
role of politics, bureaucracy and local government in the process of local governance and 
development in independent Bangladesh. After emergence of Bangladesh as an independent 
nation state, it adopted colonial bureaucracy with introducing parliamentary forms of 
government as a system of governance by the leadership of Sheikh Mujibur Rahman as the 
prime minister, keeping bureaucracy accountable under the political leadership. 
Consequently, bureaucrats started non-cooperation with the Mujib government. However in 
1975, after a military coup d'état bureaucracy regained its position comprising the higher 
echelons of political power and emerged as dominant elites in the process of governance, and 
until 1990, civil-military bureaucracy held this position under military and quasi-presidential 
system. In 1991, Bangladesh reintroduced parliamentary government keeping bureaucracy 
under political leadership at least theoretically. On the other hand, since independence in 
1971, a number of attempts have been made to build and rebuild the local government system 
in Bangladesh. Changes have been made from regime to regime in terms of the nomenclature 
of tiers of local government, but almost nothing was done to strengthen local governments. 
Therefore, the structure of the local government system has remained more or less unchanged 
keeping bureaucratic control with atypical exception in some cases. Thus, this section 
includes the analysis of politics-bureaucracy relations since after independence to present 
regime.  
 
4.3.4.1 The First Parliamentary Regime (1972-75): End of a Hope 
 
After independence of Bangladesh on December 16, 1971, Sheikh Mujibur Rahman – the 
main architect of Bangladesh liberation movement (the Father of the Nation who was mostly 
known as Sheikh Mujib) returned to the country on January 10, 1972, from the prison of 
Pakistan and turned his attention to the formation of government and framing of a 
constitution for the new born Bangladesh. It was easy for him to retain the presidential 
system of government or ―vicerigal system‖ as was in Pakistan and concentrate all powers in 
his hands like Jinnah. But instead of doing this, he introduced a full-fledged parliamentary 
form of government (Chakrabarti, 1978; Ahmed, 1986). After assuming the office of Prime 
Minister, Sheikh Mujib declared to establish Bangladesh on the basis of aspiration of the 
people, and as a homogeneous society for all people that will be secular in character and free 
from all kinds of exploitation. New political leadership adopted a liberal democracy with a 
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socialistic orientation. Accordingly, The Bangladesh Constituent Assembly Order, which was 
promulgated on March 23, 1972, brought into existence a Constituent Assembly with 430 
members who were earlier elected to the Pakistan National and Provincial Assembly in 1970 
election. A 34 member Constitution Drafting Committee with Dr. Kamal Hossain as the 
chairman was set up on April 11, 1972. And finally, Bangladesh got a Constitution which 
was adopted by the Constituent Assembly on November 4, 1972, and came into effective on 
December 16, 1972. The constitution envisaged a Westminster type of parliamentary system 
reflecting the aspirations and wishes of the people. Then Sheikh Mujib turned his attention to 
state and institutions building and he advised to the bureaucracy to avoid their bureaucratic 
attitude and mentality as well as treat the people as their masters and treat themselves 
(bureaucrats) as servants of the people, as bureaucrats were felt themselves as the member of 
prestigious and privileged class usually ―stands in a superior-inferior relationship to the 
people‖ (Abedin, 1973:53). In a public meeting Sheikh Mujib told that ―I want the officials to 
eliminate malpractices and corruption from the soil of Bangladesh. There is no guarantee of 
your jobs. If someone is found guilty, he will be served with the notice – your services are no 
longer required‖ (cited in Ahmed, 1980:146). As a political leader he was skeptical on 
bureaucratic role in governance and he was confused weather the bureaucracy will provide 
fully supportive to the new nation state Bangladesh or not, as it was adopted in combination 
of the bureaucracy who were experienced with both the wings of Pakistan as a colonial 
species.
30
 Thus he adopted colonial bureaucracy but imposing full political control of them.   
 
The bureaucracy in independent Bangladesh was the lineal descendants of the ICS and CSP, 
containing their values and orientations that were developed in colonial structure. Therefore, 
like many other post-colonial societies, Bangladesh inherited an ―overdeveloped‖ 
bureaucracy as a colonial legacy, and Bangladesh inherited the administrative set up that was 
developed in Pakistanand virtually that was a continuation of the system of the British period 
(Ahmed, 1980; Ahmed, 1986). The overdeveloped bureaucracy that inherited from Pakistan 
was a symbol of post-colonial states in the view of Hamza Alavi (Alavi, 1972) those who 
held the political power in the colonial structure, at the same time, their social background 
and education made them contemptuous of indigenous politicians (Zafarullah, 1994). 
However, during the independence, the higher bureaucratic elites were very small in number. 
                                                          
30
 After the independence of Bangladesh, a large number of Pakistani bureaucrats went from Bangladesh to 
Pakistan and similarly, the senior and experienced Bengali bureaucrats who were working in the central 
government came back to Bangladesh. Administration was set up by combining both of them.   
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The bureaucrats holding the ranks of Secretary, Additional Secretary and Joint Secretary 
were 314 (Ahmed, 1980). In the total class 1, officials 180 members were of the erstwhile 
CSP and 724 members were of the former EPCS (Ahmed and Khan, 1990). The Public 
Service Commission (PSC) has been created as an autonomous body under the constitution 
for new recruitment keeping close cooperation with the Ministry of Establishment. But 
complex procedures have been laid down for recruitment examinations and it has not been 
held regularly. In addition, there were no specific rules, norms and values of selection and 
promotion of bureaucracy in the post-independence period. Moreover, political leadership 
initiated a new process of politicization in the bureaucracy to establish political control over 
the bureaucracy in the new state Bangladesh (Zafarullah, 1994).  
 
Furthermore, post-independent civil servants were weak and fragmented. In the post-
independent period of Bangladesh, the bureaucrats were divided into four groups or 
categories: first, bureaucrats who went into hiding under the Pakistani occupying army in 
Bangladesh; second, those who were working in exile government at Mujibnagar and India 
with provisional government of Bangladesh; third, those who were attending their duties 
cooperating with the occupation army in the east wing; and four, those who were working 
with the central government and remained stranded in west Pakistan during liberation war 
(Choudhury, 2004; Ahmed, 1980). The senior and more experience bureaucrats who were 
working with the central government and posted in east wing left in Pakistan after 
independent, and this senior posts were occupied by bureaucrats who had belonged to the 
former East Pakistan civil services. Bureaucrats worked against one another, as political 
patronage and participation in the war was the main criteria of promotion in to the upper 
hierarchies in the post-independent era. Moreover, many important administrative positions 
were held by persons who were not civil servants at all. Besides, just from the beginning of 
Bangladesh the bureaucracy, therefore, found it difficult to adjust to the changed set up in a 
parliamentary system of government where they were placed under the control of the political 
leadership (Jahan, 2005). Consequently, this political control generates many confusions and 
cleavages in the bureaucrats; sympathizers and supporters of the ruling party, collaborators 
and patriots, generalists and technocrats etc. (Jahan, 2005).  
 
With the above political and administrative set up in the national level of government after 
independence of Bangladesh, a three-tier local government system, with District, Thana and 
Union continued on (Blair, 1985; Ali 1987). Immediately after independence, the government 
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promulgated Bangladesh President's Order No. 7 of 1972, by that Order, the name of the 
Union Council was changed to Union Panchayat and administrators were appointed to 
manage the affairs of the local government under the charge of Circle Officers and Thesilder 
– a lower revenue officer (Faizullah, 1987). Similarly the name of Thana Council was 
changed to Thana Development Committee while the District Council was named Zila Board 
or District Board placed under the control of Sub-divisional Officer (SDO) and Deputy 
Commissioner (DC) respectively. The provision of representative bodies at all levels of local 
government is preserved in the article 59 of the Constitution of Bangladesh. But, in practice, 
only the union level local government had an accurately representative character in 1973. 
Meanwhile, the government promulgated the Local Government Act 1973. The Act proposed 
a three-tier local government system with the Union Parishad (UP), Thana Training and 
Development Committee (TTDC) and the Zila Parishad. Again in 1973, Union Panchayat's 
name reverted to Union Parishad creating a new post of Vice-chairman along with Chairman. 
Elections of the Union Parishads were held in the same year but election for the other two 
levels did not take place. The important tiers of local government were still remained under 
the bureaucracy and it was utterly controlled by the bureaucracy, even if an emerging trend of 
influence on bureaucracy by the local politicians was noticeable of the then government party 
in some cases (Ahmed, 2009; Abedin, 1973). The most striving local government 
restructuring came on January 25, 1975 by the Presidential Order under BKSAL government, 
where all Sub-divisions were upgraded to districts with the introduction of the President-
appointed District Governors in replacing DCs in the district level. However, the system did 
not eventually continued and was abolished in the same year by the military government.  
 
On the other hand, politics-bureaucracy relations in post-independent Bangladesh reveals that 
the Awami League leadership tried to make the bureaucracy as a purely instrument of 
carrying out the decisions of the political leadership
31
 who (bureaucrats) were the master of 
the people during the colonial and Pakistan period. The bureaucracy was in a strong position 
in the state structure of Pakistan. But it is notable that there was considerable difference 
between the political environment of Bangladesh and previous Pakistan. Unlike the position 
in Pakistan, the socio-economic and political environment of the newly independent 
Bangladesh was not favorable for the overriding position of the bureaucrats at the initial 
period of her statehood in Bangladesh, because of their coalition with the military rule during 
                                                          
31
It was like following the classical theoretical model of politics-bureaucracy dichotomy, where bureaucracy 
will simply implement the decisions of politicians under the political control.  
137 
 
Pakistan period (Choudhury, 2004; Ahmed, 1980). In the independent Bangladesh, the 
political leadership including Sheikh Mujib was highly critical about the bureaucrats 
denouncing their past elitist attitude, coalition with the army and aloofness from the mass 
people (Hasanuzzman, 1988). Despite the technical necessity of the bureaucratic experience 
and expertise, the first political regime led by AL (1972-75), a deliberate and overreact 
attempt was made to penalize the bureaucracy and attempted to establish political control 
over the bureaucracy (Zafarullah, 1994). As such after independence, many senior 
bureaucrats were removed or downgraded for alleged collaboration with Pakistani army 
during liberation war (Ahmed and Khan, 1990).  
 
The whispered political control over the bureaucracy was introduced through various 
mechanisms. The Bangladesh Constitution of 1972 (Article 134-135) provided the exercise 
of strong control over the bureaucracy.
32
 At the same time, the constitutional protection 
which the bureaucrats had enjoyed during the colonial and Pakistan period had cut out. The 
Administrative and Services Reorganization Committee (ASRC) was set up on March 15, 
1972 to reshuffle the bureaucracy, and this Committee suggested some fundamental 
structural changes to the inherited bureaucracy with abolishing the elite cadre. In June 1972, 
President‘s Order No 9 (mostly known as PO-9) of the government of Bangladesh was 
promulgated which provided for the dismissal of any officer without any right to appeal. One 
of the provisions in that order was ―where in the opinion of the government, the government 
servant is not required in the interest of Bangladesh, the ground may, notwithstanding 
anything contrary contained in any law for the time being in force or in the terms and 
conditions of service of such person, remove such person from service without assigning any 
reason there of‖. It further provided that ―no claim, suit, prosecution and other legal 
proceeding shall lie against the government arising out of, or in respect of an order made, or 
action taken under the order‖ (cited  from Choudhury, 2004:208).  
 
This endeavor aiming at political control over the bureaucracy could not however be fully 
materialized by the regime because the political sector remained immature in handling the 
complex business of the state (Hasanuzzman, 1988:51) and faded when it was discovered the 
political intentions and motives. A parliamentary form of government was introduced and the 
                                                          
32
 Article 134 of the 1972 Constitution of Bangladesh provided that they (bureaucrats) ―should hold office 
during the pleasure of the president‖ and Article 135 (3) states that ―the decision thereon of the authority 
empowered to dismiss or remove such person or to reduce him in rank shall be final‖.  
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political elites became the supreme policy maker. An important trend of the first 
parliamentary regime was gradual control over the administration. An aspect of policy 
making activity found in almost every legislative setting is the legislative oversight of the 
executive. While the political elites established their supremacy over the bureaucracy but it 
was not effective. Among the members of Mujib Cabinet (1972-74) very limited numbers 
were professional politicians, and they lacked previous experience as ministers (Banu, 1981).  
 
Table 4.15 
Professional Background of Mujib Cabinet Members 
Profession Number 
Lawyer 13 
Business executive 4 
Joteder 1 
Teacher 1 
Labour 1 
Military 1 
Professional Politicians 2 
Total 23 
 
 Source: Adapted from Rahman (1989:370) 
 
There is no denying the fact that from a legal point of view the job security of the bureaucrats 
thereby, was substantially reduced in post-independent Bangladesh. One of the CSP officer 
said that ―We do not go to office in the morning without seeing the newspaper. We make sure 
that we still have our jobs‖ (cited in Ahmed, 1980:147). Of course, there was ground of its 
kind of fear, as in January 1972, 53 senior civil servants were removed from office and from 
July to November 1974 over 300 government officials were dismissed under the PO-9 ( 
Ahmed, 1980). PO-9 was the controlling instrument of bureaucrats.But this endeavor faded 
when it was discovered the political intention and motives. The reduction of bureaucratic 
power and privileges make it subservient to the ruling party‘s political will (Khan and 
Zafarullah, 1980). 
 
The Charismatic leadership of domination which is termed by Weber is applicable to Sheikh 
Mujib. In any consideration of the nature of his leadership, he was a charismatic leader. 
Charismatic leader does not adhere to norms of rational decision making and therefore resists 
the tendency to bureaucratic administration. Each system of domination may be viewed as a 
total apparatus of authority since each system reflects the relationships between ruler, 
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administrative officials and groups or persons existing within the established order. The 
administrative organization of charismatic domination varies considerable in comparison 
with others forms of domination. Appointments of officials are not made on the basis of 
merit in a charismatic domination. Rather, leader selects the followers who commit 
themselves to serve the leader because of their beliefs in the leader‘s powers (Morrison, 
1995). The administrative staff of the charismatic leader has no appointed officials or a 
hierarchy of offices and its members are not technically trained (Weber, 1978). During the 
first parliamentary regime the government also made political appointment in many 
autonomous, business, and financial nationalized agencies.  
 
Table 4.16 
The Professional Background of the Political Appointees (1972-75) 
 
Profession Number Percentage 
Professionals( Lawyer & Doctors  44 57.9 
Generalists 25 32.8 
Military Personnel 4 5.3 
Private Business 3 4.0 
Total 76 100 
 
Source: Adapted from Rahman (1989:373). 
 
Ultimately, political leadership has failed to effusive control over the bureaucracy in the post-
independent period. Without political support and direction the bureaucracy can do very little 
even though civil servants should be ‗persons in the service of the republic‘ signifying their 
political neutrality (Ali, 2007). Except Sheikh Mujib other political leaders were craving for 
lucrative business, not to the state affairs and administration. Consequently ―the government 
gradually lost its grip and was unable to manifest its capability in facing the country‘s grave 
crises of political instability, pervasive factionalism, deteriorating law and order situation and 
increasing economic problems and massive smuggling‖ Hasanuzzman, (1988:51). These 
multifarious crises led Sheikh Mujib to rely more and more on the bureaucrats in the 
aftermath. In this milieu, on 25 January 1975 when Mujib made BAKSAL and declared his 
‗second revolution‘ then outsized avenue for bureaucrats there. Thus, from the early days of 
1975 the role of the bureaucratic elites became important. In most of the corporations, civil 
servants were appointed and the party nominees were remover, in the secretariat the former 
CSP officers were placed in key positions (Ahmed, 1980). Despite the political control and 
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factionalism within the service, the bureaucracy was serving the government with kept them 
low profile and was waiting for the appropriate time. Moreover, Mujib also antagonized the 
military bureaucracy by reducing military budget and by raising the Jatiya Rakhi Bahani 
(JRB, National Security Force) as a countervailing force (Maniruzzman, 1976). LaPalombara 
(1963:15) rightly pointed out ―tension between political leaders and the bureaucrats of 
developing nations grow in large measure out of the recognition that bureaucrats are never 
passive instruments to be manipulated, at all, like inert pawns‖. The case of first 
parliamentary regime has proved that point. Because after absorbing initial tension of the 
mild political control the bureaucracy suffered, the service slowly began to make efforts to 
assert its position (Choudhury, 2004). The bureaucracy reconsolidated its domination. The 
increasing participation of the bureaucracy in the state activities made them sensitive to 
political power and made them aware of the weakness of the regime and finally bureaucracy 
thus emerged as the ruling agent align with military through the bloody coup in 1975 and that 
was the end of a hope.  
 
4.3.4.2 Military Regimes (1975-90): Bureaucratization of Politics 
 
After the military intervention in politics in 1975, and subsequently, after few coups and 
counter coups, Major General Ziaur Rahman had emerged as the military ruler of the country 
who assumed the role of the President of Bangladesh. Major General Ziaur Rahman, the 
Chief of Staff of the Bangladesh Army, emerged as ―strong man‖ and ―de facto ruler‖ of 
Bangladesh. The constitution was abrogated and the Martial Law was declared in 
Bangladesh, simultaneously political party has been banned and the political activities have 
been suspended. This trend had continued until 1990, as from August 1975 to 1990, 
Bangladesh was ruled by the two consecutive military regimes – first, General Zia (1975-
1981) and second, General Ershad (1981-1990). During the both military regimes, they had 
tried to shade their rule with civilian color by using various legitimization process and 
civilianization especially holding local and parliamentary elections and running the 
parliament (Rahman, 2002:53). Ziaur Rahman attempted to give his military regime a 
semblance of civilian character through the development of political institutions. The 
establishment of Bangladesh Nationalist Party (BNP) in 1978 with the chairmanship of Zia 
was an important effort in this regard (Hossain, 1988). So was done by the Ershad. The 
system of government was presidential and parliament was absolutely dysfunctional. Then 
the parliament was known as ―rubberstamp parliament‖ and military ruled the state with the 
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help of the civil bureaucracy. Thus, military rulers especially, it was General Zia who 
followed a policy of balance between civil and military bureaucracy, and initiated the process 
of militarization of bureaucracy and bureaucratization of politics in Bangladesh by offering 
important posts and positions to the civil-military bureaucracy, even though involving retired 
military bureaucrats in politics and administration (Ahmed and Khan, 1990; Ahmed, 2004; 
Hossain, 1988) who also said ―I will make politics difficult for the politicians‖. This process 
was continued with more enthusiasm by Zia‘s successor General Ershad until 1990.  
 
During the military regimes the bureaucracy retrieved its pre-independence power and 
position in the state. Former CSP officers were most beneficiary group within the 
bureaucracy. However, General Zia continued new recruitment into the bureaucracy and 
reorganized bureaucracy brought into under a systematic shape especially, in the recruitment 
and selection process. An open competitive examination system was introduced in 1977 
(Rahman, 2002). General Ershad also continued that merit based selection process, although 
the selection process was questionable during the Ershad regime. But BCS exams were being 
held almost regularly. On the other hand, promotion in the civil service was based on the 
political patronage rather than merit (Zafarullah, 1994).  
 
Table 4.17 
Number of Political Bureaucrats in Bangladesh (recruited in Military Regimes) 
Year BCS Batch Total Number 
of Cadre 
Number of Admin 
Cadre 
% of Admin Cadre of 
Total Cadre 
1983-84 2
nd
 650 650 100 
1988-89 9
th
 - 50 - 
1989-90 10
th
 2121 155 7.30 
1990-91 11
th 
1166 222 19.03 
1990-91 12
th
*
 
40 0 - 
 
Source: BPSC Annual Reports of different years and published results of BCS exam (1983-
91). Note: 2
nd
 BCS special for Administration (Magistrate) cadre, 12
th
 BCS special for police 
cadre. 
 
With the above mentioned political and administrative arrangements, the government of 
President Ziaur Rahman promulgated the Local Government Ordinance, 1976 that proposed 
to continue the same three tiers of local government as before. This ordinance provided for a 
Union Parishad (UP) at the union level, a Thana Parishad at the Thana level and a Zila 
Parishad at the district level keeping the provision of elections (Siddiqui, 2005). However, no 
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elections were held in the upper two levels – Zila Parishad and Thana Parishad. Similar to the 
previous government, only the Union Parishad elections were held and other two levels of 
local government were left under bureaucratic control. Moreover, a new Act was passed in 
1980 to create another tier of local government at the village level called ―Gram Sarker‖ 
(village government). It was just following the model of Basic Democracy, and the Gram 
Sarkers were used largely for political mobilization by the ruling party of President Ziaur 
Rahman (Faizullah, 1987). An empirical study on Gram Sarker by Huque (1988) revealed 
that it was politically motivated and real power remained in the hands of rural elites. As a 
result, it had low credibility which died with the death of its initiator President Ziaur Rahman 
in 1981 (Blair, 1985; Ali, 1987; Khan, 1987).  
 
After Zia, General Ershad took over power through a coup in 1982. General Ershad tried to 
follow the same process and mechanisms of his predecessor General Zia in every sphere of 
the state activities after capturing the state power (Huque, 1994). Power decentralization was 
a process of civilianization of his military rule. In 1980s a major change was made in the 
local government and public administration by decentralizing the administration creating the 
Upazila Parishad (UZP) system to legitimize his rule and achieve mass support in the 
countryside. In this milieu, the philosophy of decentralization has played a high profile role in 
the context of development local government.
33
  A major change was initiated in the local 
government system during the Ershad regime through the introduction of the Upazila 
Parishad and Upazila Administration Reorganization Ordinance in 1982. This Ordinance was 
followed by the Local Government (Union Parishad) Ordinance in 1983, the Local 
Government (Zila Parishad) Act in 1988 and the three Hill Districts Acts and Palli Act in 
1989. Ershad regime introduced an administrative reform, and by this administrative reform, 
all Sub-divisions had been upgraded as districts and the Thanas have been upgraded as 
Upazilas (sub-dictricts).
34
 Thus, three types of local government bodies, namely Union 
Parishad, Upazila Parishad and Zila Parishad were effective during this time. First two tiers 
were elected bodies and the Zila Parishad was controlled by the bureaucracy, as it was in the 
past.  
 
                                                          
33
 The philosophy of decentralization started gaining momentum in Bangladesh during the 1980s, resulted a 
major change in local government of Bangladesh. It has been discussed elaborately in the next chapter. 
34
 The Upazila Parishad is the main field of study of this research thus it has been separated and an attempt has 
been made to focus the light on Upazila Parishad elaborately in the next separate chapter.  
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The politics-bureaucracy relations during the military regimes reveal that after 1975, in fact, a 
strategic partnership between civil and military bureaucracy has been built in the process of 
governance. During both the military regimes, there were no political interference in the civil 
service as was with the AL government, rather it was a balance partnership between civil-
military bureaucracy (Hossain, 1988). Thus a coalition developed between the civil and 
military bureaucracy due to the evident failure of the politicians in developing viable political 
institutions in Bangladesh (Huque and Rahman, 2003). This strategic partnership helped them 
to rule the country by using the state apparatus. Therefore, the theories of military 
intervention in politics that was developed in sixties in the context of developing countries of 
Asia, Africa and Latin America fit for Bangladesh case. Notable that many political and 
social scientists argued that the failure of political leaderships and lack of institutionalized 
political institutions (including culture) prepare the ground for civil-military bureaucracy 
domination in politics. In the military regimes, bureaucracy then exercised wide range of 
power derived from the autocratic régimes and civil-military bureaucracy has used to the 
institution building process and development planning. The implementation of such 
development projects were solely under controlled of bureaucracy. The crucial positions of 
the state organization, including the key policy making institutions and most important 
administrative positions including important ministries were occupied by the bureaucrats 
(Khan and Zafarullah, 1980; Alam, 1996,).   
 
Table 4.18 
Professional Background of Zia’s Advisory Council in 1975 
 
Category Numbers 
Ex- Civil Bureaucrats 3 
Ex- Military Bureaucrats 3 
Politicians 2 
Educationists 4 
Lawyers 1 
Technocrats 4 
Total 17 
 
Source: Adapted from Alam (1996:46) 
 
Moreover, a council of advisors to the president Zia had been formed where 90 percent of 
them were civil and military bureaucrats (Ahmed, 1980; Hossain, 1988). The social 
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background of the members of the advisory council of Zia (see table --) reveals that the civil-
military bureaucrats and technocrats emerged as a new force in Bangladesh politics (Alam, 
1996). The President‘s Order No. 9 of 1972 has been declared null and void. It was as if 
recuperate their lost power and glory, as in post-independence Bangladesh, bureaucracy ―lost 
their esprit de corps; their morale was at a low ebb. But they have been able to regain their 
power and prestige since November, 1975‖ (Ahmed, 1980:180). In Ershar‘s military regime, 
he also appointed a council of advisor composing of ten civil-military bureaucrats, two 
technocrats and four lawyers (Huque and Rahman, 2003) following his predecessor Zia.  
 
During this period, the bureaucrats were not only dominating in the central government but 
their domination was clearly noticeable also in the local government. Almost all of the 
divisional, district and sub-district levels of administrative post were held by the bureaucrats. 
In Bangladesh, the military governments both Zia and Ershad used the bureaucracy to 
implement their policies and programmes and recognized the administration at local level to 
make their support base in the local level (Zafarullah and Khan, 2005).During the military 
regimes, the over domination of civil-military bureaucrats in the governance and political 
process had rendered the politicians to play a secondary role in the process of governance and 
development. Finally, the fall of consecutive military rules (1975-1990 paved the way of 
Bangladesh entered into the democratic governance again.  
 
 
4.3.4.3 The Parliamentary Democratic Regimes (1991-2014) 
 
After a mass movement in 1990, General H. M. Ershad resigned and handed over power to a 
care-taker government led by the then Chief Justice Shahabuddin Ahmed in consent of all 
political parties for holding a free and fair national election within three months. Lastly, Chief 
Justice Shahabuddin Ahmed formed a care-taker (interim) government and held the election 
of Parliament on February 27, 1991. The election was contested and participated fully and 
freely by all political parties and alliances. About 75 political parties and 2,787 candidates 
contested in this election. Bangladesh Nationalist Party (BNP) emerged as winning party with 
single majority (140 seats of 300) in the parliament. AL was relegated to the second position 
with a tally of 88 seats. BNP with the support of Jamat-e-Islami (18 seats) formed the 
government by the leadership of Khaleda Zia as Prime Minister. Bangladesh started its 
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journey with the parliamentary form of government yet again. This trend was expedited by 
the successive AL government when they formed the government in 1996 after about two 
decades. Meanwhile, following the process of trial and error, Bangladesh already experienced 
with five elected democratic regimes after re-introduction of parliamentary democracy in 
1991. The two mainstream political parties, the Bangladesh Nationalist Party (BNP) and the 
Awami League (AL), are turning over the state power by rotation. Hence, it is notable that 
since 2001, a culture of alliance politics has been developed within the political parties in 
Bangladesh and thus in 2001, four party alliance came to the power and formed the 
government led by the BNP and later in 2008 Grand Alliance of 14 parties formed the 
government after winning in the election led by the AL. While this two parties faced a critical 
challenge under the military backed care-taker government led by Dr. Fakhruddin Ahmed (a 
retired bureaucrat) from 2006-2008 for creating an unusual situation by the then incumbent 
government, but it did not last long. Lastly, Bangladesh backed to the democratic governance 
by the parliamentary election in 2008. Till then to present the parliamentary democratic 
government is functioning in Bangladesh as a system of governance with some limitations.    
 
In explaining the nature of bureaucracy after 90‘s one thing is clear that bureaucracy has been 
absolutely divided on party line either AL or BNP. Bureaucracy itself is beset with such 
factionalism. ―As an institution it is on decay with waning elitism and esprit de corps‖ 
(Rahman, 2002:59). During the last five democratic regimes (1991-2014) politicization of 
administration and appointment of diehard party supporter bureaucrats in the crucial position 
in civil service and other important institutions have become an open secret, and even more 
the chairmen and members of constitutional bodies (including PSC) has been politically 
appointed. The recruitment and selection process in the Civil Service of Bangladesh is 
allegedly manipulated in favor of the candidates those who have political link with the ruling 
party (Rahman, 2002). However, the exams for Public Service and the recruitment in the civil 
service are being held regularly in the democratic regimes (see the table 4.19). The promotion 
in the civil service is also allegedly political. Mass promotion of the bureaucrats is being held 
within the civil service on the basis of political consideration in spite of lacking of post (see 
the table 4.20). In the last several regimes the bureaucrats those who got promotion had 
political affinity with the incumbent government. Thus, bureaucracy has lost its ideal 
character. Ideally (in a hierarchical administration) the number of bureaucrats will be less in 
the higher level of hierarchy than the lower level. But practically, it is reverse in Bangladesh. 
Table 4.20 reveals that the number of appointed senior and mid-level bureaucracy especially, 
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secretary, additional secretary, join secretary and deputy secretary are apparently more than 
that of the sanctioned posts. On the other hand, the number of appointed post in the lower 
level of bureaucracy in the civil service is less than that of the sanctioned posts. Generally, 
field bureaucracy (assistant and senior assistant secretary) plays a very vital role in the 
implementation of government policies. Thus, more appointment in the lower level of 
bureaucracy is important and necessary than the higher levels. But at present strength of the 
ministry of public administration shows the opposite direction. Therefore, one former cabinet 
secretary commends that ―now the administration in Bangladesh is trembling for 
overwhelming political promotions‖ (Prothom Alo, August 27, 2014).     
 
 
 
Table 4.19 
Number of Political Bureaucrats in Bangladesh (Recruited in Parliamentary 
Democratic Regimes 1991-2013) 
 
Year BCS Batch Total Number of 
Cadre 
Number of 
Admin Cadre 
%  of Admin 
Cadre of Total 
Cadre 
1991-92 13
th
 1022 234 22.89 
1992-93 14
th*
 695 0 - 
1993-94 15
th
 3063 125 4.08 
1994-95 16
th*
 1373 0 - 
1995-96 17
th
 2206 - - 
1996-97 18
th
 1757 - - 
1997-98 19
th
 555 - - 
1998-99 20
th
 2242 300 13.38 
1999-00 21
st
 1370 200 14.59 
2000-01 22
nd
 2335 300 12.84 
2000-01 23
rd*
 709 0 - 
2002-03 24
th
 5224 - - 
2004-05 25
th
 2722 - - 
2005-06 26
th*
 1063 0 - 
2005-06 27
th
 3239 289 8.92 
2007-08 28
th
 2190 192 8.76 
2008-09 29
th
 1722 194 11.25 
2009-10 30
th
 2367 287 12.12 
2010-11 31
st
 2072 239 11.53 
2011-12 32
nd*
 1680  0 - 
2012-13 33
rd
 8529 296 3.47 
 
Source: Compiled by the author from BPSC Annual Reports of different years and published 
results of BCS exam (1991-2013). *Note: 14
th
, 16
th
, 23
rd
, 26
th
, and 32nd BCS exams were 
special BCS for other cadres. 
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Table 4.20 
The Strength of the Ministry of Public Administration of Bangladesh (2014) 
 
 
Source: Ministry of Public Administration 2014, *OSD (officer on special duty) is a kind of 
political punishment.  
 
 
In the last two decades of parliamentary democratic regimes, the nature of local government 
did not change in any significant manner. The structure and composition of rural local 
government was more or less similar both the regimes of BNP and AL. Only the exception 
was that BNP government reintroduced Gram Sarker (village government) but AL 
government abolished it. On the other hand, BNP government abolished the UZP system 
which was initiated by Ershad government but AL government reintroduced it. Finally, 
caretaker government reintroduces the Upazila system in 2008 as an important tier of local 
government in Bangladesh.   
 
During the democratic regimes especially, since the reintroduction of parliamentary 
democracy in 1991 to present regime the bureaucracy has been controlling and regulating 
unsystematically following the philosophy of political control and putting political pressure 
to the bureaucrats. Interestingly, as the bureaucracy plays important role in the process of 
governance and development as well as in both the national and local elections, thus every 
political regime keens to build up their support based in the bureaucracy by the name of ―our 
man‖ following the example of the previous regime, and the national politicians are more 
interested to achieve their short term political gain. Similarly, the bureaucracy of Bangladesh 
is also swimming with the same stream by capitalizing the nature of confrontational politics 
in Bangladesh. Although theoretically bureaucracy is apolitical and neutral, accountable and 
responsive to the politicians and to the people of the republic but in practice, they are rigid 
and unaccountable as they have an affinity for power, money, centralized authority, 
unequivocal loyalty and submissiveness to the politics and they apply this technique in every 
Designation Regular Posts Appointed Posts OSD* 
Secretary 73 62 3 
Additional Secretary 107 273 33 
Join Secretary 430 919 118 
Deputy Secretary 830 1295 73 
Senior Assistant Secretary 1800 1560 35 
Assistant Secretary 1890 1088 50 
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alternative regimes. Sometimes they are more political than the politicians in some cases. 
Bureaucracy itself provokes politicians for politicization by making a list of opposite 
ideology people in the bureaucracy after a regime change and this is the present nature of 
politics-bureaucracy relations in the central government. Thus, Jamil (2007:32) explains 
politics-bureaucracy relations in the post 90s parliamentary regimes in Bangladesh by saying 
that-  
 
With the transition of the country to democracy in 1991, the bureaucracy has also become highly politicized. 
Bureaucracy in Bangladesh is now caught in the tug-of -war between the major political parties, especially the 
party and their allies in power. Their transfer and posting to suitable locations and positions, their promotion, 
and career are now decided on the basis of their political loyalty. The process of manipulating the career of 
bureaucrats has also led to the division among bureaucrats along party lines.     
 
As a result, throughout the last two decades the process of politicization of bureaucracy and 
bureaucratization of politics in administration has been significantly speeded up which was 
started by the military regimes. Consequently, bureaucracy has become a dominant institution 
indeed, although the efficiency, policy expertise and acceptance of Bangladesh‘s bureaucracy 
have degraded in a significant manner. In the last two decades of democratic governance, yet 
politicians are the leading forces of the governance but the dominant role plays the 
bureaucrats, as the major policies are initiated and passed on the hands of bureaucrats. Now 
they are directly or indirectly involved in partisan politics. Consequently, the organizational 
supremacy of the bureaucracy has been dismantled. 
 
Table 4.21 
Historical Evolution of Political Systems in Bangladesh 
 
Period Under System 
327 – 325  BC Alexander‘s invasion of India and the reputation of Gangaridai (Bengal) 
as a mighty empire 
317 – 232  BC Mauryan Empire – Hindu Rule 
323 BC – 78 AD Principalities in Bengal – Small States 
78 – 320 AD Kushana Empire 
320 AD – 544  Imperial Guptas – Hindu Rule  
567 – 597  Kriti Barmon of Chalukya dynasty from Deccan invades Bengal Sranbat 
San of Tibet attacks Bengal 
581 – 600  King Shashanka of Bengal 
605 – 637  Matasannaya in Northern Bengal  
Kharga dynasty in Vanga 
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650 – 750  Rath dynasty in Samatata 
Gaurh invaded by Strong San of Tibet 
750 – 1155  Pala Golden Age – Buddhist Rule 
1095 – 122 3 Sena dynasty – Hindu Rule 
1206 – 1576  Under various independent Muslim rulers 
1576 – 1757  Under Mughal rule – Muslim rule 
1757 – 1857  Under East India Company‘s rule 
1857 – 1947  British rule 
1947 – 1971  Pakistan‘s rule 
1971 – to date Under Independent Bangladesh 
1971 – 1972  Temporary Presidential System (in exile & in Bangladesh)  
1972 – 1973  Parliamentary Government (without any elected parliament) 
1973 – 1975  First parliamentary government (directly elected) 
1975 – 1991  Various military and presidential rule 
1991 – to date   Re-introduction of parliamentary system 
 
Source: Adapted from Muhith (1992:397) 
 
 
4.4 Conclusion 
 
The preceding historical analysis has shown the evolution, structure and process of 
governance explaining the politics-bureaucracy relations in national and local government 
levels in different historical phases and regimes which Bangladesh has passed through. This 
historical analysis reveals that the presence of politics, bureaucracy, and local government is 
historically an unequivocal truth in Bangladesh as a part of Indian Subcontinent. All kinds of 
religious and indigenous literatures and even more literature by western scholars have also 
shown the existence of bureaucracy and effective local government in ancient Bangladesh. 
Nonetheless, British colonial administrator formed a new style of governance system 
(hierarchical administrative state) by breaking down the indigenous system of governance for 
their own colonial interest. Modern bureaucracy and local government was the direct effect of 
that endeavor. In colonial period, two outstanding features of colonial bureaucracy were its 
elitism and the loyalty to its colonial masters. This features of bureaucracy shaped the pattern 
of relationship between its colonial masters and bureaucracy, as direct political role by the 
politician was abundantly minimal during that period. In the British India, bureaucrats were 
both the policy makers and the main implementers as executive officials. Simultaneously, 
they held the power of developmental works both in the central and local government. During 
the British colonial period, although the modern local government system was grasp its 
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foundation but Indian subcontinent was virtually an administrative state because; in this 
period the entire administrative apparatus was controlled by the bureaucrats. All key posts in 
the central and provincial government and even in the district administration including 
magistracy were reserved for the bureaucrats. The local self-governments were kept in a state 
of impotence and were placed under the overriding control of the bureaucracy. Local 
government was dominated by the strong mid-level bureaucrats who belonged to the 
prestigious Indian Civil Service (ICS). In the colonial structure of the then local government 
was established in order to legitimize colonial domination through giving some semblance of 
self-rule at the local level (Siddiqui, 2005).Traditionally, the nature of local government was 
bureaucratic structure and dominated by the DO, DM, SDO, and COs, during the whole 
British period.  
 
Likewise, apart from historical legacy, the organizational capacity, social dynamics and 
political patronization of founding leaders had contributed to grasp the strong position of 
bureaucracy in Pakistani political process and governance. During the Pakistan period, all 
tiers of local government except the union council were dominated by the bureaucrats. We 
observed extreme bureaucratization of local government in the Basic Democratic System in 
the Pakistan age. In both the colonial and Pakistan periods, local governance and 
development was under the general control of bureaucrats. Their principal responsibility was 
the collection of revenue from taxation of land, maintenance of law and order as well as 
monitoring the developmental works, and ultimately they were the father and mother of the 
local people and the agent of central political control to the local level.  Even after fourty 
three years of independence of Bangladesh, the similar trendand pattern is obserbable in the 
administration of Bangladesh as a whole. However, to what extent such administrative 
behavior has changed after adapting new code and regularitory framework at the local 
government is the subject of the following chapter. 
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Chapter – 5: Upazila Parishad (UZP) in Bangladesh: An Analysis 
of Institutional and Regulatory Framework 
 
5.1: Introduction 
 
From the analysis of historical background of local government in the preceding chapter, we 
have seen that local government bodies are performing its functions in Bangladesh from the 
ancient time. However, during the British colonial period it got a momentum under 
formalized and organized mechanism of governing the local people under the supervision and 
control of the central government. Local government was then ―multifunctional in intent, 
bureaucratic in instigation and operation, and built upon British precedent from the colonial 
period‖ (Tepper, 1970:87) by its historical nature. In both the colonial and Pakistan periods, 
local governance and development was under the general control of bureaucrats. Their 
principle responsibility were the collection of revenue from taxation of land, maintenance of 
law and order as well as monitoring the developmental works, and ultimately they were the 
father and mother of the local people and the agent of central political control to the local 
level. After the independence of Bangladesh, local government bodies remained more or less 
the same nature – runs under the control of the central government regulations. Thus, this 
chapter examines the institutional structure of the UZP, emphasizing its legal and regulatory 
framework within which the different actors and the UZP are performing its functions. 
 
5.2: Local Government in Bangladesh: Legal and Constitutional 
Framework 
 
Bangladesh is a unitary state with the constitutional provision for local government. The 
constitution of the People‘s Republic of Bangladesh clearly provided the guideline of local 
government system.  Articles 9, 11, 59 and 60 of the constitution of Bangladesh are related to 
local government and its regulations. Article 9 of the constitution encourages establishing 
representative local government.  Likewise, Article 11 provides that ―the Republic shall be a 
democracy in which effective participation of the people through their elected representatives 
in administration at all levels shall be ensured‖ (GPRB, 1972). Article 59(1) stated, ―Local 
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government in every administrative unit of the Republic shall be entrusted to bodies, 
composed of persons elected in accordance with law.‖ Article 59(2) stated, ―Everybody such 
as is referred to in clause (1) shall subject to this constitution and any other law, perform 
within the appropriate administrative unit such functions as shall be prescribed by Act of 
Parliament, which may include functions relating to – a. administration and the work of 
public officers; b. the maintenance of public order; c. the preparation and implementation of 
plans relating to public services and economic development.‖  
 
Article 60 stated, ―For the purpose of giving full effect to the provisions of article 59 
parliament shall, by law , confer powers on the local government bodies referred to in that 
article, including power to impose taxes for local purposes, to prepare their budgets and to 
maintain funds.‖ The parliament is constitutionally responsible to formulate an effective, 
efficient and autonomous local government. According to Article 65(1) ―there shall be a 
parliament MPs are vested with legislative power to formulate, modify various legislation to 
administering the country‖ on behalf of the people because ―all powers of the Republic 
belong to the people‖ (Article 7(1).  
 
The above statements of constitutional provisions reveal that according to the spirit of 
constitution provisions the central government is responsible to establish autonomous local 
government ensuring local governance and development. Likely, The Ministry of Local 
Government, Rural Development and Co-operatives is the controlling authority of local 
government system in Bangladesh.  
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Figure 5.1:  
Local Government System in Bangladesh: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
       Source: (Ahmed, 2002; Barkat et al, 2015) 
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Table 5.1: 
Governance Structure of Local Government in Bangladesh 
 
Tier British 
Colonial 
Period 
Ayub 
Regime 
Mujib Regime Zia Regime Ershad 
Regime 
Khaleda 
Regime 
Hasina Regime Representation 
Type 
 1885-1947 1958-69 1972-75 1975 1977-81 1982-90 1991-1996 1996-2001  
National Parliament 
(1935) 
Presidential/ 
Parliament 
Parliament One Party 
BAKSAL 
Governor 
Presidential Presidential Parliamenta
ry 
Parliamentary Election 
District District Board 
(1885,1919) 
District 
Council 
Zilla Board District 
Councillors 
Zilla Parishad Zilla Parishad Zila 
Parishad 
Zila Parishad Ex-Officio 
Representation & 
Nomination 
Sub-district Local Board 
(1885) 
    Upazila  Upazila Parishad Election, 
Nomination, Ex-
Officio 
Nomination 
Thana  Thana 
Council 
Thana 
Developme
nt 
Committee 
Thana 
Councillors 
Thana 
Parishad 
   Ex-officio 
Members 
Thana 
Development  
Committee 
Union Union 
Committee 
(1885), Union 
Board(1919) 
Union 
Councils 
Union 
Parishad 
 Union 
Parishad 
Union 
Parishad 
Union 
Parishad 
Union Parishad Election and 
Nomination 
Village     Swanirvar 
Gram 
Sarkar(gs) 
Palli Parishad  Village Parishad 
(proposed) 
GS(consensus), 
PP(Adult 
Franchise) 
    Source: (Mannan, 2011; & Asaduzzaman, 2009) 
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Presently, local government system in Bangladesh runs under two strata: rural and urban 
institutions of local government. Rural local government consists of Zila Parishad at the top, 
Upazila Parishad at the middle, and Union Parishad at the bottom of hierarchy. On the other 
hand, urban local government institutions are Municipality and City Corporation. A different 
system followed for Chittagong Hill Tracts districts under the Ministry of Chittagong Hill 
Tracts Affairs. Local Government (Union Parishad Act, 2009) is the fundamental guideline 
and regulation for Union Parishad. Upazila Parishad Act 1998(Amended up to 2011) and the 
Upazila Parishad Manual 2013 is the legal constitutional, regulatory and operational 
guidelines for the present Upazila Parishad (See the Appendix). The Local Government 
(Paurashava) (Amendment) Act, 2010 is the law for structure, formation and functions of 
Paurashava. Different city corporation acts regulate the city corporations (Act passed for each 
corporation separately). In sum, three-tier rural local government exists in Bangladesh 
presently and among them UZP which is most important for its development potential.   
 
5.3: Philosophy of Decentralization and Instate of Upazila Parishad in 
Bangladesh 
 
Disillusionment with the outcome of central planning and control of development activities 
from the center as well as growing awareness on the limitations of administering all 
developmental activities from the center gave birth to an increasing interest in 
decentralization in the second half of the last century (Cheema and Rondinelli, 1983: 10). 
Decentralization simply means shifting the responsibility to lower levels authority from 
higher or central level authority. Decentralization formulated and implemented as a means of 
development process (Hutchcroft, 2001; Dhal, 1996). Decentralization refers transfer of 
planning, decision making (administrative) from central to field administration (Cheema and 
Rondinelli, 1983). Conyers (1986) pointed transfer of authority from higher level to lower 
level government. Transfer can be classified into two types as, territorial authority from 
central to local and functional authority to an expertise department or local level institutions 
(Panday & Asaduzzaman, 2011). The dimensions of territorial and functional 
decentralizations become mutually inclusive with time (Ahmed, 1993). Scholars like 
Mawhood (1983), Rondinelli & Nellis (1986), Upholf (1985) are contributed to the 
classifications of decentralization. Cheema and Rondinelli (1983) identified deconcentration, 
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devolution, delegation, and privatization as form of decentralization which are accepted as 
appropriate theoretical and philosophical basis of decentralization (Ahmed, 1993). 
Table 5.2 
Decentralization from its Organizational Dimensions 
 
Criteria Forms Levels Power and 
Functions 
Whom How 
Deconcentration National to 
Sub-national 
1.Administrative 
2.Developmental 
Field Officials Executive order 
Devolution National to 
Sub-national 
1.Developmental 
2.Revenue Rising 
3.Service 
Delivery 
4.Political 
1.Local bodies 
2.Elected 
Representatives 
Act/Ordinance 
Delegation Within old 
Govt. Agency 
or newly 
created Agency 
1.Administrative 
2.Technical 
3.Promotional 
1.Local Bodies 
2.Special 
Authority 
3.Field Agency 
Act/Ordinance/Executive 
order 
Privatization and 
Marketization 
Power to group 
and Undefined 
unit and level 
1.Production 
2.Distribution 
3.Service 
Delivery 
4.Promotional 
5.Developmental 
1.NGO 
2.Voluntary 
Association 
3.Consumer 
Grant/Aid and other 
incentives 
Source: (Ahmed, 1993) 
 
In order to cope with the decentralization, the local government institutions have been 
received immense importance and one of the transitions is a rapidly growing interest in 
decentralization of previously highly centralized governments. The recent research findings 
clearly demonstrate that strong local government can promote effectiveness of public 
administration in particular and governance in general (Cheema, 2007). Therefore, in the 
current discourse of governance and development, local government has been recognized as 
the best ground in which the mass people can learn the art of government, values of 
democracy and their responsibility through direct and indirect participation and experiences 
around them (Siddiqui 2005, Stoker 1996, Hye 2000, Blair 1981). In Bangladesh, 
decentralization of administration had been initiated soon after the independence by Sheikh 
Mujibur Rahman government through introducing Union Panchayet and Union Relief 
Committees in 1972 (Khan, 2009). These local institutions contributed to relief, 
reconstruction, and rehabilitation activities (Rahman, 2009). Under the regime of President 
Ziaur Rahman the Thana Development Committee (TDC) was introduced in 1978. The 
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Union Parishad chairmen were the ex-officio members of TDC with responsibilities of 
development activities (Siddique, 2005). A new local government system introduced in 1980 
called Swanirvor Gram Sarkar (self-village government). It was formed to foster people‘s 
participation in development, although it was motivated by the intention of central 
government to earn political support from the grassroots (Rahman, 2012).  
 
During the eighties, the concept of decentralization started gaining momentum in 
Bangladesh. One notable endeavor in this regard was formation of Upazila Parishad that was 
initiated by General Ershad in November 1982, as a part of the decentralization policy. 
Upazila Parishad (previously it was named Thana Council) which was made the nerve centre 
of local government and development. In response to the democratic decentralization, 
General Ershad government set up Upazila Parishad in 1982 which had initiated for 
democratizing local government as the core centre of decentralized development through 
autonomous local government. Notable that after assuming in state power General Ershad 
appointed a committee called the Committee for Administrative Reform and Reorganization 
(CARR) to look into the inadequacies of the then local government and to suggest measures 
for their modification (Ahmed, 2009).  The committee identified a number of deficiencies, 
and recommended a number of measures for effective local government including democratic 
decentralization. The military government accepted the recommendations and promulgated a 
new local government ordinance (Upazila Parishad and Upazila Administration 
Reorganization) Ordinance 1982. Thus Upazila Parishad was established by the devolution of 
power. Article 4 of the Ordinance declared that the devolutionary parishad shall consist of – 
an elected chairman, representative members, three women members, official members and 
nominated members (GPRB, 1982). Government initiated Upazila Parishad to delegate and 
devolve administrative activities with authority of identification, planning and 
implementation of development projects to the root level people (GPRB, 1986).  
 
Therefore, the Upazila administration turned into focal point of development activities 
(Siddique, 2005). The official bureaucrats were subservient to the elected chairman. The 
Members of Parliament (MPs) tried to share the authority of Upazila Parishad but they had no 
formal authority to control the Upazila administration during the first and second tenures 
(Rahman, 2012). However, following the collapse of the Ershad government in 1990, the 
Upazila Parishad was dissolved by the BNP government in 1991 who came to power through 
a free-fair election after the fall of military rule. At the very early stage of its tenure BNP 
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government took this policy decision to dissolve the UZP which was politically motivated 
decision and thus all other political parties condemned the decision of the BNP government 
(Ahmed, 2009). As a result, after nine years of plausibly successful implementation of 
Upazila Parishad system, it was abolished and central government took control over the UZP 
discharging its functions by the appointed official bureaucrats and local MPs.   
 
Thus, the Upazila system which was introduced in 1982 following the decentralization policy 
was subsequently abolished by the then BNP government in 1991. During its five-year 
tenure, the BNP government could not provide an alternative democratic form of local 
government. When after another free and fair election held in 1996, the Bangladesh Awami 
League (AL) came to power, and they passed the Upazila Parishad Act in 1998 to revive 
Upazila Parishad although the bureaucracy and some MPs were not hospitable to the 
proposal for the revival of the UZP. But the AL government could not arrange the election 
because of lack of support from the MPs and political conflict (Rahman, 2010; 
Aminuzzaman, 2011). 
 
Lastly, the issue of strengthening the local governments came up strongly during the two-
years long Caretaker Government (CG) of Dr. Fakhruddin Ahmed and under pressure from 
the civil society the CG had to strengthened the local government system in 2008 creating 
two new posts of Upazila Vice Chairman (one is mandatory for the women) apart from the 
chairman through an Ordinance empowering the UZP a truly free and independent local 
government body directly elected by the people. The interim government of 2007-2008 
introduced Local Government (Upazila Parishad) Ordinance 2008 and abolished the power 
of MPs as advisors.  Under the new Ordinance, election was held in almost all the 482 UZPs 
of the country on January 22, 2009, in less than a month of the ninth parliamentary election, 
to elect chairman, vice chairmen and members of the UZPs. When all were set for 
functioning of the newly elected UZP as a free and independent local body with renewed 
vigor and enthusiasm, the old issue of power sharing among the local MPs, bureaucrats and 
UZP chairmen once again surfaced. The MPs in fear of losing control over the UZP activities 
forced the parliament to amend the UZP Ordinance. At least, 07 April 2009, Parliament 
passed the Upazila Parishad (Reintroduction of the Repealed Act Amendment) Act 2009, 
restoring powers of MPs over the councils and making the elected chairmen virtually 
powerless.  
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As a result, in November 8, 2009, the High Court asked the government why the provision of 
appointing the MPs as advisers to the UZP and their approval in the planning of development 
program should not be declared illegal. It also asked the government why the provision of 
keeping the Upazila Nirbahi Officers (UNO) presidents of standing committees instead of 
secretaries should not be declared illegal. As a result, the Act further amended in 2011, but 
the government passed the bill keeping the MPs as the advisors and the UNO the Parishad‘s 
principal executive officer vested with the power to look after financial matters. Thus, The 
UZP administrations in Bangladesh are in transition now with various conflicts among the 
politicians and bureaucrats and different agencies of local government in respect of policy 
implementation, authority and resources. The relations between public representatives and 
official bureaucrats at the Upazila level are strained, because a clear allocation of authority 
and congenial power relationships are lacks in the UZP (Rahman, 2013).  
 
5.4: Institutional and Regulatory Framework of Upazila Parishad 
 
Under the rural local government system, Upazila Parishad introduced in 1982 as central 
point of rural local development. The system was not continuing due to the political regime 
change and ideological differences among the political parties. The institutional and 
regulatory framework changes frequently according to the ideologies and mechanisms of 
central local relations. However, discontinuing Upazila Parishad system accelerated after the 
2008 national election and the Upazila Parishad Act 1998 (Amended in 2009 and 2011) 
provide the fundamental structure of the UZP. This section deals with the institutional and 
regulatory framework of the UZP, emphasizing its functions, structure and composition. 
 
5.4.1: Structure and Composition of the Upazila Parishad 
Ershad lead Martial Law government constituted CARR (Committee for Administrative 
Reorganization/Reform) on April 1982, according to their recommendation the government 
executed Local Governemnt (Upazila Parishad and Upazila Administration Reorganization) 
Ordinance on 23
rd
 October, 1982 (Siddique, 2005). According to this ordinance the structure 
and composition of the UZP included an elected chairman, representative members (all 
chairmen of the UPs), three nominated women members (from the residuals), official 
members (upazila office holder), chairman of the Upazila Central Cooperative Association 
(UCCA), and one nominated male member (competent to be a chairman of UZP). The 
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chairman of the council used to need to be elected by popular adult franchises. Nominated 
and ex-officio members had voting right at the UZP meeting. The chief executive officer 
UNO acts as chairman till election held (Siddique, 2005). According to this composition, the 
UZP functioned about two terms. However, present Upazila Parishad Act 1998 (amended up 
to 2011) provided the legal basis of UZP and its activities newly. Presently, the UZP consist 
of an elected chairman and two vice chairman (one must be female), chairman of union 
parishads and pourashava (if any), and elected female members (reserved) of unions and 
pourashovas. The chairman and vice chairmen must be elected according to popular mandate 
of general people. Legal entity of the Upazila Parishad needs to meet at least 75% elected 
members with any one chairman or vice-chairman whose name published in the government 
gazette. Committee system is an important tool for Upazila functions. The UNO (Upazila 
Nirbahi Officer) is the chief executive officer of Upazila Parishad. Till election the parishad 
headed by the UNO. The government officials could be participates in parishad‘s activities 
without voting power. The local MP has an advisory role over the Upazila Parishad (Upazila 
Parishad Manual, 2013). The act provided that the council will be formulated by elected and 
representatives members.  
Table 5.3 
Comparison between 1982 Ordinance and 1998 Act (Amended up to 2011) of UZP 
 
Areas 1982 Ordinance 1998 Act (Amended up to 2011) 
Elected Chairman Yes (1) Yes (1) 
Elected vice chairman No Yes (1) 
Elected vice chairman(Female) No Yes (1) 
Specific Qualifications of Chairman Yes Yes 
Specific Provisions for resign, remove Yes Yes 
Representative Members 
(UP/Municipality Chairmen) 
Yes (All) Yes (All) 
Representative Members (Female) No Yes (3) 
Voting Power of Representative members Yes Yes 
Nominated members(Male) Yes (1) No 
Nominated members (Female) Yes (3) No 
Nominated members (Other Category) Yes (1=UCCA Chairman) No 
Voting Power of Nominated members Yes Not Applicable 
Status of UNO Chief Executive Officer Chief Executive Officer 
Ex-Officio Members Yes No 
Voting power of government officials No No 
MPs as Advisor No Yes 
Tenure 5 Years 5 Years 
Till Election Upazila Parishad Headed by UNO UNO 
Empowered to levy taxes, rates, and fees Yes Yes 
Grant Support from National Government Yes Yes 
Specific activities 17 18 
Main Focus Local Development Local Development 
Source: Prepared by Researcher  
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The executive power will be vested in the hand of the council, it could be implemented 
through chairman, vice chairman, or any government officials, the decision will be treated as 
the decision of the council (Article: 26(1,2,3). According to the article 33(1) of the Act, UNO 
will be the chief executive officer of the council, as article 33(2) stated financial and other 
legal activities will be disposed by the UNO. Article 25, stated that MPs will be the advisors 
of the council according to the article 65(1) of the constitution. Therefore, it has some sharp 
differences in major areas of 1982 ordinance and the newly reintroduced Act, especially in 
composition and structure of the UZP which has been shown elaborately in the table 5.3.  
 
5.4.2: Roles and Functions of Elected Representatives and Bureaucrats 
Roles and functions of the Upazila Parishad are being specified in the Upazila Parishad Act 
1998 (Amended up to 2011). The primary responsibility of the UZP is to carry out functions 
needed for the overall development of the Upazila. Appendix 12provides a list of functions 
that the Upazila can perform.  
 
Table 5.4 
Major Roles and Functions of elected representatives and Bureaucrats 
 
Areas Elected Representatives Bureaucrats Both Council 
Advisory Role (MPs) - - - 
Communicate With the Government  (MPs) - -  
Executive Power -  (UNO) - - 
Performance Appraisal (ACR 
writing) 
-  (UNO) - - 
Financial Decision -  (UNO) - - 
Disposal of Business     
Appointment of Committee - - -  
Agreement - - -  
Appointment of Personnel - - -  
Raising Fund - - -  
Preparing Budget -  -  
Accountancy - - -  
Development Planning - - -  
Imposing Tax, Fees, etc - - -  
Accountability of Chairman - - -  
Preparing Guideline - - -  
Preparing Citizen Charter - -   
Using Advanced Technology - - -  
Access to Information (According to 
information Act 2009) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Compiled by the Researcher 
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Different categories of actors are involved in the governing process of the UZP; elected 
representatives and official bureaucrats are the major two parts among them. Elected 
representatives and bureaucrats are performing their assigned role and functions within the 
regulatory framework. Although the Upazila Parishad Act and Upazila Parishad Manual 2013 
specify the roles and functions of the elected politicians and official bureaucrats however, an 
attempt has been made to identify major areas of roles and functions distributed among 
elected representatives, UNO, both of them and the council are as shown in table 5.4. 
 
5.5: Elections and Democratic Practice in the UZP 
 
We witnessed from the previous analysis that as the intention of establishing the UZP was to 
move from bureaucracy to democracy and furthermore local government in Bangladesh 
established with the constitutional provision, thus the constitution guaranteed to have 
democratic local governments in all levels in which effective participation of the people shall 
be ensured through their elected representatives in governance and administration. This 
implies a form of representative democracy in which the right to exercise local government 
power is gained by success in regular and competitive elections. So, election is a process for 
representation of people‘s voice in decision making through representatives and it is the most 
widely accepted basis for legitimate representation.Elections are the central institution of 
local democracy. All the essential elements of democracy are present in democratic election. 
Elections are means of making political preferences by voting. Political preferences in a 
democratic society are expressed through the institutional mechanism of periodic elections. 
Thus, this legal-constitutional provision provides the sprite that participatory elections will be 
the best practice for the people‘s participation in the UZP.  
 
Empirical data shows that as a means of democratic practice, election is being held regularly 
in UZP. First UZP election held in 1985 under the military government, the second Upazila 
election held in 1990 but the election of 1990 put down its validity due to abolition of UZP 
system in 1991. After reviving the UZP near about eighteen years, last two consecutive 
elections (third and fourth) held under AL government in 2009 and 2014. These elections 
have sharp impact on institutionalization of the UZP. The popularity of different political 
parties was reflected in the results of the UZP elections though the elections were not held in 
peaceful manner; especially the last four phases out of six phases of the fourth UZP election 
were marked by violence and anomalies. So, the proper reflection of the popularity of 
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different political parties is questionable. This study has made a comparison between third 
and fourth UZP elections on some specific grounds. Analysis of the UZP elections is given 
before making the comparison. 
 
First Upazila Election in 1985  
First UZP election of 460 upazila held in two phases in 1985, a total number of 2351 
candidates participated in the election. In the first phase, 251 UZP elections held on 16
th
 May, 
and 207 UZP elections held on 20
th
 May, in the second phase, where two candidates were 
elected unopposed (Ali, 1986).  
Table 5.5 
Political Participation in Upazila Election 1985 
Chairman 
Post 
Awami League (AL) 
Supported Candidate 
B.N.P.  
Supported 
Candidate 
Janadal (Government 
Affiliated) Supported 
Candidate 
Note: Many candidates 
participated as 
independent candidates 
with the argument that 
party affiliation is not 
guaranteed in local level 
elections.  
Total 254 223 Uncounted  
Source: Ali, 1986 
 
Table 5.6 
Election Result Analysis of 1985 
Name of Party No. of Upazila Won % 
Janadal 207 45.00 
Awami League 53 11.52 
BNP 34 7.39 
JSD (Shahjahan-Rab) 19 4.13 
Muslim League 8 1.74 
BAKSAL 4 0.87 
UPP 3 0.65 
NAP (Muzaffar) 6 1.30 
JSD (Mirza-Shahjahan) 2 0.43 
Independents 124 26.96 
Total 460 100.00 
 Source: Ali, 1986; The Ittefaq (A Bengali Daily), June 13, 1985 
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Violence and Anomalies in the UZP Election 
Opposition political parties did not accept the election positively, they feared that the election 
will built strong basis of the Military government. In this ground,Jamat-e-Islam organized a 
procession on 22
nd
 April, 1885 against the election; supporters were injured and arrested by 
the police (Ali, 1986). During the election the police force fired in several locations and many 
people injured and one died; the army troops had to move to control the law and order 
situation (Ali, 1986). 
 
Third UZP Election in 2009
35
 
 
The third upazila parishad election was held on January 22, 2009 in 479 Upazila Parishads. 
After 20 years of holding second upazila parishad election, the stage was set for holding the 
third upazila parishad election under the supervision of a most popular elected government 
(Government led by Awami League), and the nation was eager to see a free, fair and 
impartial election at the grassroots level. The Chief Election Commissioner (CEC) Dr. A. T. 
M. Shamsul Huda announced that the 3
rd
 Upazila Parishad election will be held on January 
22, 2009 in 481 upazilas across the country. But finally election was held in 479 upazilas. 
 
Election Results and Analysis: Chairman and Vice-Chairman Posts  
The Awami League (AL) backed candidates fared better than those backed by the 
Bangladesh Nationalist Party (B.N.P.) in the election held on January 22, 2009. In the high-
voltage elections, held in 479 upazilas in a more or less peaceful manner and amid festivity, 
the AL-supported candidates won 313(66.17%) chairman posts while the pro-BNP candidates 
won 93(19.66%) chairman posts. Candidates backed by the Jamaat-e-Islami (Jamaat), a key 
ally of the BNP-led alliance, won 21(4.44%) chairman posts, Jatiya Party 21(4.44%), and 
rebels and other candidates 25(5.29%) chairman posts (Table- 5.7). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                          
35
 The empirical data on second UZP election was not available. Thus, it did not incorporate in the analysis.  
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Table 5.7 
Election Results (2009) (Chairman Post) 
 
Chairman 
Post 
Awami 
League (AL) 
Supported 
Candidate 
B.N.P.  
Supported 
Candidate 
Jataya Party 
Supported 
Candidate 
Jamaat-e-
Islami 
Supported 
Candidate 
Others Total Voter 
Turnout 
Total 313(66.17%) 93(19.66%) 21(4.44%) 21(4.44%) 25(5.29%) 473 out of 479, 
(473=100%) 
67.69% 
 
Source: The Daily Ittefaq - January 24, 2009. 
 
Table 5.8 
Election Results (2009) (Vice-Chairman Post) 
 
Vice 
Chairman 
Post 
Awami League 
(AL) Supported 
Candidate 
B.N.P.  
Supported 
Candidate 
Jataya Party 
Supported 
Candidate 
Jamaat-e-Islami 
(Jamaat) 
Supported 
Candidate 
Others Total 
Male (M) and 
Female (F) 
M-248 
F-245 
M-78 
F-81 
M-20 
F-11 
M-24 
F-7 
M-80 
F-106 
M-450 
F-450 
Total 493(54.78%) 159(17.67%) 31(3.44%) 31(3.44%) 186(20.67%) 900(100%) 
 
 Source: The Daily Prothom Alo - January 24, 2009 and January 25, 2009. 
 
In the section of vice-chairman, like chairman posts the AL-backed candidates also fared 
better than those backed by the B.N.P. AL has got 248 male and 245 female and total 
493(54.78%), B.N.P. has got 78 male and 81 female and total 159(17.67%), Jataya Party has 
got 20 male and 11 female and total 31(3.44%), Jamaat has got 24 male and 7 female and 
total 31(3.44%), and others have 80 male and 106 female and total 186(20.67%) vice-
chairman posts out of 900 posts (450 male posts and 450 female posts- result was found from 
450 upazilas) in 450 upazila parishads (Table-5.8). Voter turnout was 67.69% in this election.  
 
 
Violence and Anomalies in the UZP election 
 
The incidence of violence and irregularities were seen in the third upazila parishad election. 
Snatching of ballot boxes and clashes between rival groups were marked in this election. 
Four people were killed and more than 200 were injured across the country. (The Daily 
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Ittefaq - January 24, 2009). There was also after election viloence. (The Daily Prothom Alo - 
January 24, 2009). 
 
Fourth Upazila Parishad Election in 2014  
 
After the completion of 10th National Parliament Election on 5
th
 January, 2014 in 
Bangladesh, The Election Commission (EC) concentrated on Upazila Parishad Election. The 
Chief Election Commissioner (CEC) Kazi Rakibuddin Ahmad announced that the 4
th
 Upazila 
Parishad election will be started from February 19, 2014. Out of 487 upazila parishads across 
the country, elections to 97 upazilas will be held on February 19 and one on February 24 in 
the first phase, 117 on February 27 in the second phase while 83 on March 15 in the third 
phase. Earlier, the EC planned to hold all the upazila parishad elections in six phases and the 
last phase was supposed to be held on the first week of May. After that EC thinks to complete 
all the upazila parishad elections by March 31, 2014 in five phases. The EC plans to complete 
the elections immediately because it wants to avoid any possible trouble of rainy season. 
(p24news.wordpress.com). But finally it was held in six phases. Sixth phase was held on May 
19, 2014. (The Daily Star- May 26, 2014). 
 
Election Results and Analysis: Chairman and Vice-Chairman Posts  
 
The BNP-backed candidates fared better than those backed by the Awami League (AL) in the 
first phase of the upazila polls on February 19, 2014. In the high-voltage elections, held in 97 
upazilas in a mostly peaceful manner and amid festivity, the pro-BNP candidates won 42 
chairman posts while the AL-supported ones bagged 34.  Candidates backed by the Jamaat-e-
Islami (Jamaat), a key ally of the BNP-led alliance, won 12 chairman posts, Jatiya Party 1, 
and rebels and other candidates 8. In first phase of polls B.N.P. has got 32 male and 38 
female vice-chairman posts. AL has got 29 male and 37 female posts, Jataya Party has got 3 
male and 1 female posts and Jamaat has got 23 male and 10 female posts and others have 9 
male and 11 female vice-chairman posts. Rebels of the AL and the BNP, who caused troubles 
for both the parties by refusing to quit the electoral race, couldn't do well in the first phase of 
the upazila polls. Voter turnout was 62.4% in the first phase. (Daily Prothom Alo- March 1, 
2014). 
 
167 
 
The BNP has put up a better showing in the second phase of the upazila elections as well, 
widening its lead and dealing a blow to the ruling Awami League. In the polls to 115 upazilas 
on February 27, 2014 the BNP-blessed chairman candidates won in 51 upazilas and the AL-
backed ones in 46. The candidates backed by the Jamaat-e-Islami won 8 chairman posts 
while candidates supported by the Jatiya Party, the main opposition in parliament, were able 
to secure only one. The candidates backed by regional political party Parbatya Chittagong 
Jana Sanghati Samiti (PCJSS) won two chairman posts, UPDF won one, and one went to an 
independent candidate. BNP rebels won two chairman posts, AL rebels one and PCJSS rebel 
one. (The Daily Star- February 28, 2014).In vice chairman posts in the second phase B.N.P. 
got 35 male and 66 female posts. AL has got 30 male and 32 female posts, Jataya Party has 
got 2 male and 1 female posts and Jamaat has got 32 male and 9 female posts and others have 
13 male and 6 female vice-chairman posts (see table 3 and 4). Voter turnout was 62.19% in 
the second phase. (Daily Prothom Alo- March 1, 2014). 
 
The ruling Awami League has finally fought back in the third phase of upazila election, 
outshining its archrival BNP. The third phase election was held in 81 upazilas. The AL-
backed candidates won 37 chairman posts while the BNP favourites 26. The election results 
in two upazilas were withheld, while that of one upazila was not available yet. Jamaat-e-
Islami secured seven chairman posts. Liberal Democratic Party won in one upazila and 
PCJSS in two, but the Jatiya Party, the main opposition party in parliament, got none. The 
rebels who gave much pain to both the major parties performed badly again, as in the 
previous two phases, securing only four chairman posts. (The Daily Star- March 16, 2014). In 
the third phase B.N.P. got 18 male and 35 female vice-chairman posts. AL has got 27 male 
and 27 female posts, Jataya Party has got 0 male and 0 female posts and Jamaat has got 23 
male and 5 female posts and others have 8 male and 10 female vice-chairman posts (Table 
5.9 and 5.10). Voter turnout was 64% in the third phase.   
 
The Awami League has taken the lead from rival BNP in the chairman posts in the fourth 
phase of the upazila polls which was held on March 15, 2014 in 91 upazilas. AL-backed 
candidates secured 29 more chairman posts than their rival BNP-backed ones. They won 53 
chairmen posts while their rivals supported by the BNP were able to win 24. Candidates 
backed by the Jamaat-e-Islami did well this time too. They won five chairman posts while 
contenders from the Jatiya Party, the main opposition in parliament, managed to secure one. 
A candidate backed by the Manju-led Jatiya Party for the first time won a chairman post in 
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the fourth phase. PCJSS, AL rebel and independent candidates won one chairman post each. 
(The Daily Star- March 24, 2014). In vice chairman posts in fourth phase B.N.P. got 16 male 
and 31 female posts. AL has got 36 male and 37 female posts, Jataya Party has got 1 male 
and 1 female posts and Jamaat has got 22 male and 5 female posts and others have 11 male 
and14 female vice-chairman posts (Table 5.9 and 5.10). Voter turnout decreased in the fourth 
phase and it was 56.12%.  
Table 5.9 
Election Results (2014) (Chairman Post according to Party Strengths) 
 
Chairman 
Post 
Awami 
League (AL) 
Supported 
Candidate 
B.N.P.  
Supported 
Candidate 
Jataya 
Party 
Supported 
Candidate 
Jamaat-e-
Islami 
Supported 
Candidate 
Others Total Voter 
Turnout 
First Phase 34 42 1 12 8 97 out of 98 62.4% 
Second 
Phase 
46 51 1 8 8 112 out of 
115 
62.19% 
Third 
Phase 
37 26 0 7 8 78 out of 81 64% 
Fourth 
Phase 
53 24 1 5 4 87 out of 91 56.12% 
Fifth Phase 51 12 0 3 7 73 out of 73 61% 
Sixth Phase 7 5 0 0 1 13 out of 13 59.47% 
Total 228(49.57%) 160(34.78%) 3(0.65%) 35(7.61%) 36(7.83%) 460 out of 
471, 
(460=100%) 
 
 
Source: Compiled by the researcher from the Newspapers.  
 
Table 5.10 
Election Results (2014) (Vice-Chairman Post according to Party Strengths) 
 
Vice 
Chairm
an Post 
Awami 
League (AL) 
Supported 
Candidate 
B.N.P.  
Supported 
Candidate 
Jataya 
Party 
Supported 
Candidate 
Jamaat-e-Islami 
(Jamaat) 
Supported 
Candidate 
Others Total 
First 
Phase 
*M-29 
*F-37 
M-32 
F-38 
M-3 
F-1 
M-23 
F-10 
M-9 
F-11 
M-96 out of 98 
F-97 out of 98 
Second 
Phase 
M-30 
F-32 
M-35 
F-66 
M-2 
F-1 
M-32 
F-9 
M-13 
F-6 
M-112 out of 115 
F-114 out of 115 
Third 
Phase 
M-27 
F-27 
M-18 
F-35 
M-0 
F-0 
M-23 
F-5 
M-8 
F-10 
M- 76 out of 81 
F- 77 out of 81 
Fourth 
Phase 
M-36 
F-37 
M-16 
F-31 
M-1 
F-1 
M-22 
F-5 
M-11 
F-14 
M- 86 out of 91 
F- 88 out of 91 
Fifth 
Phase 
M+F=83 M+F=18 M+F=1 M+F=21 M+F=18 M+F=141 out of 146 
Total 338(38.11%) 289(32.58%) 10(1.13%) 150(16.91%) 100(11.27%) 887 out of 916, 
(887=100%) 
Source: Compiled by the researcher from the Newspapers. *M=Male and *F=Female 
169 
 
 
The fifth phase upazila parishad election was held on 31 March, 2014. In the elections, 
marred by capture of polling centres and ballot-box stuffing, AL-supported candidates won 
51 chairman posts while theirrivalsbackedby the BNP securedjust 12. Jamaat-favoured 
contenders won three chairman posts and Parbatya Chattagram Jana Sanghati Samiti(PCJSS) 
runners two. Candidates supported by the Jatiya Party, the opposition in parliament, failed to 
win a single chairman post. AL rebels won three, BNP rebel one and an UPDF-backed 
candidate won one chairman post. In fifth phase, including male and female vice-chairman 
posts AL has got 83 posts, B.N.P. has got 18 posts, Jataya Party has got 1 post, Jamaat has 
got 21 posts and others have 18 vice-chairman posts (Table 5.9 and 5.10). Voter turnout 
increased in the fifth phase compared to fourth phase and it was 61%. 
 
The sixth phase election was held on 19 May, 2014 in 13 upazilas. The ruling Awami 
League-backed chairman aspirants won in seven upazilas, while the BNP favourites came out 
victorious in five upazilas. One chairman post went to an Awami League rebel. (The Daily 
Star - May 20, 2014).Voter turnout was 59.47% in the sixth phase. (The Daily Star - May 26, 
2014).Like chairman posts the BNP-backed candidates also fared better than those backed by 
the Awami League in the first phase of the upazila polls in vice chairman posts. In the second 
phase the BNP-backed candidates also took the lead from rival AL backed candidates in the 
vice-chairman posts. But in third, fourth and fifth and sixth phases AL has taken the lead 
from rival BNP in the vice-chairman posts. In every phase Jamaat backed candidates did well 
in the male vice-chairman posts. But they did not well in no phase in female vice-chairman 
posts. 
 
After the first phase election, AL had taken all-out effort, including expulsion of rebel 
candidates and bagging their support, but it again lagged behind BNP in the second phase. 
Party lawmakers' interference in choosing candidates ignoring the grassroots, and deals 
between BNP and Jamaat were the key reasons behind ruling Awami League's defeat in the 
second-phase upazila elections. Although AL had earlier blamed its rebels for the defeat, it 
identifies the ties between BNP and Jamaat for the rival camp's success. (The Daily Star - 
March 01, 2014). The AL favourites had been trailing the BNP-backed candidates in the first 
two phases of the polls but they had closed the gap in the third and fourth phases, which too 
was marked by violence and anomalies. (The Daily Star- March 24, 2014). Finally, in the 
fifth and the sixth phases it was seen that Al backed candidates reached the top position. 
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It is seen upto the sixth phase that with the results of 460 out of 471 upazila parishads AL has 
got highest 228(49.57%), B.N.P. has got 160(34.78%), Jataya Party has got only 3(0.65%) 
and Jamaat has got 35(7.61%) and others have 36(7.83%) chairman posts. In  vice-chairman 
posts, AL has got highest 338(38.11%) posts, B.N.P. has got 289(32.58%), Jataya Party has 
got 10(1.13%) and Jamaat has got 150(16.91%) and others have 100(11.27%) posts with the 
results of 887 out of 916 posts. Jamaat has done well in securing vice-chairman posts 
compared to chairman posts. Despite AL's vote rigging and violence by B.N.P. and Jamaat, 
B.N.P. retained lead in vice-chairman posts upto fourth phase.(The Daily Star-March 25, 
2014).But finally in the fifth phase AL reached the top position in securing vice-chairman 
posts.  
 
Violence and Anomalies 
 
Violence and anomalies have been increased phase by phase. In the first phase, anomalies 
were seen in 65 centres but this was a more or less peaceful election. In the second phase, 
anomalies were seen in 100 centres and 1 people was killed. In the third phase anomalies 
were seen in 200 centres (The Daily Prothom Alo-March 17, 2014). The third phase of the 
upazila elections saw violence deadlier than in the previous two phases, with at least two 
people were killed and more than 120 were injured across the country. A number of polling 
stations in around two dozens of the 81 upazilas that went to polls witnessed capturing of 
polling stations, stuffing and snatching of ballot boxes and clashes between rival groups and 
with law enforcers. (The Daily Star- March 16, 2014). The fourth phase of the upazila 
elections saw anomalies in 333 centres. (The Daily Prothom Alo-March 26, 2014). The polls 
on 23 March, 2014 had seen four deaths in four districts, major violence and snatching and 
burning of ballots in many areas, following which the EC had to countermand voting at 32 
centres at 11 Upazilas. The fifth phase of the upazila polls concluded on 31 March, 2014 
amid rigging and violence under the seemingly helpless watch of the law-enforcers. The 
incidence of violence and irregularities has progressively been on a rising curve, which 
reached the peak in the fifth phase.  
 
The fifth phase saw capturing polling centres, driving away of voters and rival candidates' 
polling agents from polling booths and stuffing of ballot boxes with fake votes, and so on. 
(The Daily Star- April 02, 2014).More than 100 people were wounded in clashes between AL 
and BNP supporters in at least a dozen upazilas during the polling hours and 2 people were 
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killed. The Election Commission postponed polls at 19 centres in five upazilas following 
violence and irregularities. (The Daily Star- April 01, 2014). According to the Election 
Working Group (EWG) there was violence in 50% centres, 76% voters were warned by the 
political leaders for different reasons, 20% voters were deterred by the political leaders in 
casting their vote, 59% polling agent were turned out from the centres in fifth phase. (The 
Daily Prothom Alo- April 03, 2014). There was violence and anomalies in the sixth phase 
also though the election was held in few upazilas. The upazila chairman of Fulgaji in Feni 
district was killed. (The Daily Prothom Alo- May 20, 2014). 
 
Although the ruling Awami League menwere largely responsible for violence, supporters of 
the BNP and its ally Jamaat and even Jatiya Party were also locked in clashes at several 
polling centres. (The Daily Star- March 16, 2014). In this election most of the Hindu people 
faced trouble in casting their vote in different upazilas. (The Daily Star- February 28, 
2014).The fact that instances of vote-rigging with attendant violence increased from the third 
phase of the polls to the fifth phase is also indicative of the ruling party's desperation to see 
its favourite candidates win by fair means or foul.(The Daily Star- April 02, 2014).The local 
administration and law enforces agency largely failed to contain the violence and unlawful 
activities in the elections. The EC was silent about the anomalies and violence in the election 
until the deadliest anomalies and violence occurred in the third phase. Finally, the EC 
directed the army, police, RAB and Border Guard Bangladesh (BGB) to prevent election 
violence. (The Daily Prothom Alo- March 11, 2014). But their direction was proved 
ineffective in the fourth and fifth phase‘s election. The EC by its brazen-faced complacency 
about the elections is only trying to defend the indefensible. (The Daily Star- April 02, 2014). 
 
Comparison between Third (2009) and Fourth (2014) Upazila Parishad Election in 
Bangladesh 
 
The third and the fourth upazila parishad election can be compared on following grounds. 
i. The third upazila parishad election was held in a day whereas the fourth upazila 
parishad election was held in six phases in 6 different days. 
ii. In the third upazila parishad election AL won 66.17%, B.N.P. won 19.66%, JP won 
4.44%, Jamaat won 4.44% and others won 5.29% chairman posts. On the other hand, 
in the fourth upazila parishad election AL won 49.57%, B.N.P. won 34.78%, JP won 
0.65%, Jamaat won 7.61% and others won 7.83% chairman posts. (Table 1 and 3). So, 
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it is clear that the grand alliance or the parties who are in government are losing their 
popularity and the opponent parties‘ popularity is increasing.  
iii. In the third upazila parishad election AL won 54.78%, B.N.P. won 17.67%, JP won 
3.44%, Jamaat won 3.44% and others won 20.67% vice-chairman posts. On the other 
hand, in the fourth upazila parishad election AL won 38.11%, B.N.P. won 32.58%, JP 
won 1.13%, Jamaat won 16.91% and others won 11.27% vice-chairman posts. (Table 
2 and 4). This comparison also makes the same type of conclusion which was drawn 
for chairman post. It can be added that in the 1
st
 year of the terms of 2009-2013, the 
Grand Alliance or Awami League had more popularity than the terms of January 
2014-present. It should be included that Jamaat has less popularity among the women 
compared to other parties. (Table 2 and 4). 
iv. The average voter turnout of the six phases in upazila election 2014 was 60.86% and 
64% was the highest turnout which was in the third phase. But the voter turnout in 
upazila election 2009 was 67.69%. This information indicates that the eagerness of 
the voter to cast their vote was higher in 2009 than that in 2014. 
v. In terms of violence and anomalies, it is seen that in the third upazila parishad election 
four people were killed and more than 200 were injured and there were complain for 
snatching of ballot boxes and vote rigging. But the fourth upazila parishad election 
saw violence deadlier than in the previous election (third upazila parishad election). 
More than 10 people were killed and many were injured during the six phases of 
election in 2014. This election saw capturing polling centres, driving away of voters 
and rival candidates' polling agents from polling booths and stuffing of ballot boxes 
with fake votes, and so on. Violence and anomalies have been increased phase by 
phase and the number of posts won by Awami League has been increased phase by 
phase. There was less violence and anomalies in the first two phases and the Awami 
League got less chairman and vice chairman posts than B.N.P. After that violence and 
anomalies were increased and the Awami League won more posts than B.N.P. 
The continuity of the UZP election after every five years in Bangladesh is a good sign for 
democracy but the violence and anomalies are harmful for democracy. Though the UZP 
election does not cause any change in the central government, it just shows the popularity of 
the political parties in the local government. Nonetheless, the continuation of the UZP 
elections shows that at least the UZPs are institutionally structured and led by the elected 
representatives theoretically. Now we will turn our attention to examine the autonomy 
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practice of the UZP by analyzing the regulatory frameworks and the controlling mechanisms 
of the central government over the UZP.  
 
5.6: Mechanisms of Central Control 
 
Like other local government institutions the UZP exercise the jurisdiction under the 
legislation. It means that local authority perform its activities under the provisions of the 
concerned Act and laws. The central government determined the legislation process for the 
local government system. The constitution of Bangladesh stated on autonomous local 
government but the local people‘s government controlled under central government. Siddique 
(2005) identified few pattern of control mechanism over the local government. Here, for the 
purpose of the analysis the patterns are being adopted for the UZP. The following analysis 
heavily based on siddique‘s (2005) analysis and adopted institutional, financial, and 
administrative controlling mechanisms which practiced by the central government to control 
over the local government in Bangladesh. 
 
5.6.1: Institutional Control 
The government authorized according to the Upazila Act (1998) to determine or modify the 
territorial jurisdiction (size and boundaries) of the UZP system. It formulates the regulatory 
framework of structure and composition. This framework determines who will be head of the 
council, the number of members, categories of members and power and jurisdiction of the 
council members. Upazila elections held under the Election Commission (EC), which is an 
actor of central government mechanism. Centrally the election commission manifested the 
election administration of the UZP. Personnel are deputed from different cadre service of 
Bangladesh Civil Service (BCS) for nation building departments at the Upazila level. 
Besides, the specific functions and jurisdiction of UZP the Act made it clear that any assigned 
work or guideline perform by the parishad according to the willingness of the central 
government. The regulatory authority Ministry of Local Government, Rural Development 
and Cooperatives (MOLGRD&C) is an actor of central government, and generally headed by 
a powerful minister, who is a cabinet member as well as an elected Members of Parliament 
(MP). In these ways the central government controls the local government institutionally. 
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5.6.2: Financial Control 
The regulatory mechanism of the UZP clearly stated the source of income, areas of imposing 
tax, pattern of grants, loans. The government prescribes the scale and limit of all income 
sources and in any exception provisions to prior concern of LGD (siddique, 2005). Release of 
grants in phases according to the performance of development projects and other projects is 
being a strong tool of financial control. Along with these mechanism the central government 
have specific guideline and procedure on financial allocation, reallocation, accountancy 
maintain, and coordination among different strata of government. ADP is the biggest 
developmental budget of the government and the allocation of ADP share to the UZP 
distributed through the MOLGRD&C. It has specific procedure to maintain UZP fund 
including the salaries of chairman, vice chairman, remunerations of officials, daily expenses 
etc. Thus, financial control is the most important mechanism of central control to the local 
government. 
 
5.6.3: Administrative Control 
The central government has the authority to review, amend, cancel, and postpone the 
provisions of regulatory mechanisms of the UZP. Moreover, central government deploys 
official bureaucrats to work in the UZP and these government official bureaucrats are directly 
controlled under the concerned ministry and they are directly responsible to the higher 
authority of their concern ministry not to the UZP. Besides, performances of the officials are 
being appraised by the UNO, who is an administration cadre under the Ministry of Public 
Administration (MOPA). Government oversees the functionaries of local government 
through inspection, reporting periodically, progress report, and field visiting. The government 
can remove the elected members of the council according to the provisions of dismissal or 
dissolution of the elected representatives of the UZP. In these mechanisms central 
government impose administrative control over the UZP. 
 
5.6.4: Controlled by Central Local Relation Structure 
Central local relation in governance system of Bangladesh plays an influential political 
discretion over the local government control mechanism. Different stages of local 
government are being chosen to form local governing bodies as a development center based 
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on direct participation of the general people. Mechanism of formation, member inclusion, and 
jurisdictional context are being the subject of center and the decisions were changed 
simultaneously with the political regime change. Central local relation structure shapes, 
reshape, and hold the mechanical balance of power structure of local government. Core 
central government always is the superior authority of decision making and local bodies 
dependent on the relational structure. Moreover, central government controls the local 
government by the local Members of Parliament and allowing the development grant to them.   
 
5.7: Conclusion 
 
The above analysis reveals that the introduction of the UZP focused on devolutionary 
development at the local level. Decentralization process centering the UZP at the core brings 
changes in legal institutional framework of central local relation. Ahmed (2009) identified 
three major areas of changes in legal institutional context. These three strata of changes 
revealed the politico-administrative relationships, inter role relationship among the 
bureaucrats, and changes of allocation of functions among the central and local 
administration. Theoretically, the intention of establishing the UZP was to move from 
bureaucracy to democracy. That means the elected representatives will authorize the 
development administration and governing the local people at local level and essentially it 
was the theme of devolutionary decentralization of the UZP system from sub-district concept.  
 
Thus, the UZP accelerated the concept of people‘s administration at the local level to achieve 
and fostering effective local governance and development. Second, decentralized 
development policy initiatives at the upazila level changes the specialist generalist relations 
in inter bureaucratic relationships (Ahmed, 2009). Before the UZP system the official 
bureaucrats performed functions under a generalist Circle Officer (CO) in the sub-district 
level. From the British period, this tradition continued even in independent Bangladesh. 
Introduction of the UZP repealed the CO by UNO, who is also a generalist government 
official. The UNO is the chief executive official and the power to write the Annual 
Confidential Report (ACR) of the other official bureaucrats. No voting status of the official 
(specialist) participants on the UZP meeting makes them dependent on the council especially 
on chief executive official (UNO). Status of the specialist officials remains a subject of 
frequent change with the change of the UZP framework to perform the development activities 
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at the local level. In present structure the pattern of inter role relationship among the officials 
reveals a generalist dominant mechanism over the nation building specialist officials. 
 
Third, two categories of functions perform by the UZP: retained and transferred (see the 
Appendix). Under the retained functions development planning of different term; building 
link road between different union parishad; optimal management of water resource; ensuring 
services like public health, nutrition and family planning; development of sanitation and 
ensuring the supply of pure drinking water; accelerating primary, secondary, and madrasha 
education; accelerating handy craft and small industry; supporting and coordinating co-
operatives, private volunteer organizations; support to female, child, social welfare activities 
and youth, sports, cultural activities; initiate and implement program on agriculture, animal 
husbandry, fisheries, and forestry; maintain law and order; program for creating self-
employment and poverty reduction; examine, coordinate, and provide support to union level 
development activities; promoting public awareness regarding child and female abuse; 
promoting public awareness regarding criminal activities; adopting program to protect the 
environment and performing government assigned work at any time. 
 
Transferred departments are youth and sports; fisheries and livestock; health and family 
planning; female and child affairs; primary education; local government, rural development, 
and cooperatives; agriculture; disaster management; social welfare; and the establishment 
division (Ministry of Public Administration) through the maintenance of UNO and 
government officials. Collecting and managing financial resources as a means of imposing 
taxes, fees, tolls, levies etc at upazila level. Utilizing and managing the allotted fund from the 
Annual Development Program (ADP). ADP fund administered as a means of control by the 
government official on the other hand the parishad had control over 20% of ADP allocation 
(Ahmed, 2009). These are the expected outcome of the UZP. But in practice, what is 
happening in the governance structure of UZP in the existing institutional structure and who 
is dominating the governance? To address these questions, we will consider three 
dimensional analyses – nature and practice of central regulation, and functions or role 
performance and satisfaction of the actors involved in the UZP governing process by 
following these central regulations in the empirical level.  
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Chapter – 6: Politicians and Bureaucrats in Local Government: 
Analysis of Relationship Underpinning Variables 
 
 
6.1 Introduction 
 
In the first chapter of this thesis, we have set two major questions: how do the local elected 
politicians and appointed official bureaucrats differ from each other? And what factors 
determine the relationships between them? Accordingly, in the theoretical part of the thesis, a 
possible hypothetical answer of these questions has been explored providing the theoretical 
argument that, there is a substantial level of genetic difference between local elected 
politicians and official bureaucrats considering some systemic/organizational as well as 
contextual factors which influence to shape the relationships between local elected politicians 
and bureaucrats. Thus, the purpose of the subsequent two chapters is to explore how these 
variables work? And which variable construct the foundation of relationship more explicitly 
between politics and bureaucracy in the empirical perspective in the context of local 
government, special reference to the UZP of Bangladesh.  
 
6.2 The Systemic or Organizational Factors 
6.2.1 Recruitment, Training and Motivation 
Recruitment, training and motivations are very important functions for any political and 
administrative or organizational system. This is the first and for most comprehensive 
obligation for organizational entity according to the organization theory. To make proper 
policy decisions and implementation of that policy effectively, every organization applies 
their best modus operandi to recruit, training and motivates their employees for 
organizational efficiency. In the political system, recruitment and retention of competent 
political leaders (politicians) and public employees (bureaucrats) is crucial in order to 
congregate the necessities of the country and smooth the advancement of the accomplishment 
of the objectives of the government. On the contrary, training is a process of involving a 
sequence of programmed behavior and facilitating the application of knowledge (Huque and 
Vyas, 2004). Although systematic and organized training is a recent phenomenon but it is not 
a new in the realm of public management. It is the product of eighteenth century. In the 
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organizational literature, Frederick Taylor in his book The Principles of Scientific 
Management (1911) introduced training as one of the organizational factors which 
contributes to the productivity and organizational performance. Baron (1981:88) observes 
training as ―the systematic development of the attitude/knowledge/skill behavior pattern 
required by an individual in order to perform adequately a given task or job.‖ Shafritz 
(2001:306) defines ―training is a tool; it is instruction in a myriad of forms and settings, in 
which both technical and conceptual knowledge and skills are imparted to employees, both 
non-managers and managers‖ (cited in Huque and Vyas, 2004:23. Huque and Vyas (2004:3) 
define ―Training is a course of action that results in developing skills, behavior, awareness, 
understanding and ability in human resources, which helps in increasing the effectiveness of 
employees to work in their present government positions as well as prepares them for the 
prospective government.‖ Training also helps the employees to understand their 
responsibilities in the organization and justifies their attitudes and values towards the desired 
organization.  
 
So the major functions of training are to socialize individuals into the organization and to 
help them develop appropriate expectations for role performance in their specific respective 
positions. Similarly, motivation is understood as the set of forces that cause people to behave 
in certain ways. Motivation is related to performance. The performance of a person depends 
on his/her ability backed by motivation. Performance = f (ability × motivation). The ability or 
motivation alone cannot work well (Aswathappa, 2008). Where there is motivation backed 
ability, there is the good performance. To become successful, an organization must offer 
something to its employees that accelerate the ability of the employees to accomplish the 
given tasks efficiently.  
 
However, if we apply these three concepts to the local elected politicians and official 
bureaucrats then we can find out mammoth differences between them in the context of 
recruitment, training and motivation. To know how the local politicians and bureaucrats are 
recruited in their respective political positions (as a member of political party – whatever may 
be the political party) and in the public service (bureaucratic positions) the respondents were 
asked a similar question about their recruitment process. The empirical data (which outlined 
in the table 6.1) shows that all the local elected politicians replied that they were involved in 
politics willingly, and motivated by their respective political party ideology and to maximize 
their self-interest. On the other hand, all the official bureaucrats are appointed in their service 
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position recruited by the central government by the competitive public examination, and they 
are deployed to deliver the services to the people at the local government.  
Table 6.1 
Recruitment of local politicians and bureaucrats 
Method of Recruitment Politicians Bureaucrats 
Frequency Per cent Frequency Per cent 
Willingly/Motivated by political 
ideology and self-interest 
70 100 - - 
Recruited by competitive exam - - 70 100 
Total 70 100 70 100 
Source: Field Survey 
The empirical data reveals that the recruitment process of politicians and bureaucrats are 
completely different. Simultaneously the respondents were also asked about their formal 
training that is ―do you have any formal training?‖ To this question, all of the local politicians 
provided the answer that they don‘t have any formal training as a member of the political 
party whereas all appointed local bureaucrats have at least foundation training as a 
government employees. Some of the bureaucrats have foreign training also. Rather than the 
difference between the politico-bureaucratic recruitment and training, several reasons can be 
found for the difference between the two categories of respondents in respect of their 
motivations. Although the motivational question was not included directly in the formal 
questionnaire because it is very sensitive issue for politicians and bureaucrats but I was 
interested to know the motivational difference between the two actors and while the interview 
and discussion with the respondents they were asked informally what factor motivated them 
either in politics or in government service?  
 
Notable that, motivational question what were asked to the respondents did not follow the 
content and process theories of motivation. Yet we know there are two types of theories of 
motivation. These are the content and process theories of motivation. The content theory try 
to identify what motivates people at work, whereas the process theories are more concerned 
with the complex processes involved in work motivation (Luthans, 2005). The local elected 
politicians and bureaucrats were assured that their answer will be categorized by skipping 
their name to protect their anonymity. Thus the local politicians were asked simply ―why you 
were involved in politics rather than to be a bureaucrat and what factors motivated you to be 
involved in politics?‖ The same question was asked to the respondent bureaucrats with 
opposite direction. The respondents data outlined in the following table 6.2.  
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Table 6.2 
Motivational Factors of Local Politicians and Bureaucrats 
Motivation Politicians Bureaucrats 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Family tradition/pressure 5 7.14 18 25.71 
To serve the people/Nation 35 50.00 21 30.00 
For power and influence/prestige 14 20.00 12 17.14 
Self-interest 16 22.86 6 8.57 
Job security - - 13 18.57 
Total 70 100 70 100 
 
Source: Field Survey 
 
The data from the table demonstrates that 5 (7.14) % local politicians provided the answer 
that they were motivated by the family tradition to be involved in politics. Either their father 
or grandfather or any other members of the family were involved in politics that is inspired 
them to be involved in politics and even though some of them were either elected chairman or 
member at the local council. One of the elected local politicians reported in this respect that-  
 
I have involved in politics because of my family tradition. I am bearing the legacy of politics in my blood. My 
grandfather was an elected chairman during Pakistan period. My father was also an elected chairman and he 
held the post twenty years as a chairman. After being college graduate I have decided to be involved in business 
although I had affiliation with student politics during the college life. But after death of my father the local 
people gave me pressure to be involved in politics as I was born and brought up in a political family. Thus, I 
have involved in politics and now I am working as a general secretary of Bangladesh Awami League in my 
Upazila and as an elected chairman. I think political tradition of my family was the driving force and motivation 
factor in my case.       
 
On the other hand 18 (25.71) % and 13 (18.57) % bureaucrats replied that they were involved 
in government service motivated by their family pressure and considering job security. In this 
respect, one bureaucrat reported that-  
 
Before joining to the government service as a bureaucrat, I worked in a multinational company with high salary. 
But I was not satisfied with my job status and security.  Because, it was not permanent position and it was 
renewable for every year. Thus, I was worried about my future. Moreover, my father was a government service 
holder. He always inspired me and sometimes gave me pressure to be a professional bureaucrat dropping private 
job and thus, after being reigned from the private job, I appeared in the Bangladesh Civil Service Examination. 
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Although after being university graduate I have been preparing for the BCS exam but I was not successful.  
Lastly at the end of my age limit, I became successful securing a position in the admin cadre of BCS exam. Now 
I can realize that it was a good decision and needed in the context of my family. Therefore, I am also giving 
pressure to my other two younger brothers to be professional bureaucrats in future as still they have scope.  
 
The second factor was reported by the respondents ―to serve the people/nation‖. Among the 
respondent local politicians and bureaucrats 35 (50.00) % and 21 (30.00) % hold that they 
were involved in politics or in government service to serve the people/nation respectively. 
Both the elected politicians and local bureaucrats think that they are serving the people/nation 
though the way of their serving pattern might be different. Similarly motivation for power 
and influence/prestige and individual interest maximization are also observable facts in the 
different context which also signifies the motivational tools and content and process theories 
of motivation, specially Maslow‘s need hierarchy theory. Motivational tools refer to the 
instruments that prompt individuals to action. There are two types of motivational tools. 
These are monetary and non-monetary tools or incentives. Monetary tools include salary, 
bonus etc. Non-monetary tools include promotion, recognition, job enrichment etc. (Khanka, 
2007).  
 
On the other hand, Maslow‘s need hierarchy theory refers to the existence of hierarchy of 
needs. Once lower order needs are fulfilled, a person is motivated by higher order needs. 
Two-factor theory refers to the two distinct set of factors that affect motivation. These factors 
are hygiene and motivation factors. Alderfer said about three types of needs that are 
existence, relatedness and growth needs. McClelland argues that individuals are motivated by 
three types of needs that are need for achievement, need for power and need for affiliation 
(Aswathappa, 2008). According to the Vroom‘s expectancy theory, Force = Valence × 
Expectancy. Here, force is the strength of a person‘s motivation, valence is the strength of an 
individual‘s preference for an outcome, and expectancy is the probability that a particular 
action will lead to a desired outcome (Weihrich and Koontz, 2008). Equity theory explains 
that one‘s motivation depends on one‘s perceiving of equity or inequity. The empirical data 
reveals the theories of motivation. But difference is that, local politicians and bureaucrats are 
motivated by these factors inversely either consciously or subconsciously.  
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6.2.2 Politico-Administrative Culture and Values 
 
We have observed in the earlier section that, there is a significant level of difference between 
local elected politicians and bureaucrats in their recruitment, training and motivation. This 
section deals with politico-bureaucratic culture which has special importance to the 
relationships among them. The concept of culture has become a tool in the study of 
organizations/institutions in the last several decades which include: attitudes, beliefs, values, 
norms, symbols, rituals and ceremonies. Politico-administrative culture refers to dominant 
norms and values that shape and influence politicians and bureaucrat‘s attitude, interpersonal 
relationships, behavior and performance in the process of governance and development 
(Jamil, 2007). The cultural theorists argue that everything is bonded by the culture and 
nothing is free from culture including institutions (Tayeb, 1988; Thompson et al. 1990). 
Although, Huntington (1968) noted that the failure of changing societies to sustain 
governance is not to their culture, but to the absence of strong, stable and resilient institutions 
whereas prof. Mitra (2006) emphasizes both of them. The behavior of organizational actors 
and the level of governance of an organization depend on the ability of the stakeholders to 
learn the rules of the organization and conduct their services according to those rules (Mitra, 
2006). If we emphasize the rules of organization as a culture then it can be provide the 
argument that culture is an independent variable and it refers ―what organization is‖ (Jamil, 
2007). In that case, whatever may be actors involved in an organization their behavior is 
likely to be homogeneous and they will be worked with learned rules keeping them alike to 
the same norms, values and attitude with keeping away personal emotions and considerations. 
It reminds us the Weberian model of relationships – closed system, machine model or 
dehumanization (Weber, 1947).  
 
On the other hand, if we consider human relation in the organization and treat culture as 
―what organization has‖ (Jamil, 2007) then culture can be treat as dependent variable and it 
depends on individual attitude and leadership traits. In that case, the organizational behavior 
and culture will be diverse according to their genetic character of the actors those are 
involved in the organization. Then the behavior of politicians and bureaucrats is likely to be 
different as it is very difficult ―to find parallel forms of behavior between bureaucrats and 
politicians‖ (Aberbach et al. 1981:31) in considering the politico-administrative culture 
although they are involved in the same organizational or institutional structure. So, on the 
basis of cultural diversity of politicians and bureaucrats the argument can be provided that 
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culturally bureaucrats are procedure and rule oriented as they are value neutral. On the other 
hand, culturally politicians are development goal oriented as they are ideological and value-
laden and they want to emphasize diffusive public interest what Almond and Verba called 
―subject political culture‖ (Almond and Verba, 1963:19). Taking into account the above 
theoretical arguments on the difference between politico-bureaucratic cultures, now we will 
provide empirical data to verify the argument.             
 
6.2.3 Legitimacy and the Style of Leadership 
This section endeavors to identify the legitimacy and style of leadership of the political 
leaders‘ vis-à-vis the bureaucracy that shapes the patterns of relationship between them. 
Legitimacy refers to the general acceptance of authority to rule. That means while the ruled 
beliefs that any particular authority which has acquired power legally and they have support 
to that particular authority then it provides legitimacy to the ruler. According to Lipset 
(1960:77) ―legitimacy involves the capacity of the system to engender and maintain the belief 
that existing political institutions are the most appropriate ones for the society.‖  
 
Weber emphasized to outline the rudiments of the theory of legitimate domination in 
Economy and Society. Weber used the terms ―domination‖ and ―authority‖ interchangeably in 
his discussion and ―both derive from the German term herrschaft, which indicates leadership, 
political authority and domination‖ (Morrison, 1995: 283). Weber has seen legitimacy as 
legal authority or domination within an ―established order‖ to issue commands to others and 
expect them to obey. In essence, ―by the term legitimacy Weber was referring to the extent to 
which officials, groups and individuals actively acknowledge the validity of the ruler in an 
established order, and the right of the ruler to issue commends‖ (cited from Morrison, 
1995:283). Having established the importance of the concept of legitimacy Weber put 
forward three types of authority or domination: charismatic, traditional and rational-legal. 
Whatever may be the types of authority, legitimacy is the major concern and ―without 
legitimacy and trust, it is difficult to obtain the economic and political resources necessary for 
the state to implement policies in a competent way‖ (Rothstein, 2012:407).  
 
However, there is a substantial level of difference between the politicians and bureaucrats in 
the method of gaining legitimacy which may impact on their relations. Why legitimacy varies 
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between the two actors is simple. Unlike elected politicians, bureaucrats are neither voted in 
nor can be voted out of office (Rothstein, 2012:407). The legitimacy of the political leaders 
comes from the people by the process of elections. On the other hand, bureaucrats gain their 
legitimacy by the legal/constitutional process of the state structure and they are selected or 
appointed, not elected on the basis of technical qualifications (Weber, 1946). That means it 
comes either through the legal structure or from the people‘s verdict in modern society. 
Secondly, another difference between them is in the question of succession. The politicians 
come to the ruling position because of the leader‘s ―gift of grace‖ or in an established order 
through the election or traditional norms of inherited right and they stay until a selective time. 
But the bureaucrats come to the ruling position by the selection or appearing in the 
competitive exam and in a manner of legal and constitutional process as agents and they stay 
in administrative position until their retirement.  
 
Thus, politicians are transitory and bureaucrats are undying force in administration. Third 
difference involves in the output of the government. The politicians are committed to perform 
all functions within their tenure as they emphasize re-election goals and hold interests and 
values. Whereas, bureaucrats are committed to perform selective functions by priority basis 
as they emphasize and concern with career goals, red tape, patron-client interests and hold 
fact and knowledge (Aberbach et al, 1981). The fourth difference occurs in their leadership 
styles and traits, although there is no common argument as to what characteristics distinguish 
a political leader from a bureaucrat, what functions political leaders perform, and the 
effectiveness of their leadership styles. Nonetheless, if we consider Weberian classification of 
leadership traits then politicians belong to the charismatic and traditional dominations or 
leaderships while bureaucrats belong to the only rational-legal authority. On the other hand, 
bureaucrats always emphasize rational decision making and hierarchical order in rational-
legal structure of domination. Whereas, politicians in contrast emphasize ―a certain quality of 
an individual‘s personality which is considered extraordinary and treated as endowed with 
supernatural, superhuman, or exceptional powers and qualities‖ and non-hierarchical offices 
in a charismatic domination and ―that the administrative staff of a charismatic leader does not 
consist of ―officials‖ and least of all are its members technically trained‖ (Economy and 
Society, Pp. 241-243).  
 
Similarly, the traditional domination emphasizes customs, rituals, hereditary process, and it 
patronage patrimonial and patriarchal forms of administration. Therefore, both charismatic 
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and traditional authority does not adhere to norms of rational decision making and thus resist 
bureaucratic development and administration (Morrison, 1995). These separate traits of 
leadership style of politicians and bureaucrats underpin the relationships between them. In 
this respect, to know the source of legitimacy of local elected politicians and appointed 
official bureaucrats and the style of their leadership in operation, they were asked – what are 
their strength and how do they prefer to work? To this question, all of the respondent political 
leaders provided the answer that peoples are the source of their power and they are the 
elected representatives of the people. Whatever they want to do in the governance structure of 
local government is related to the people‘s interest and their needs in any fashion. Whereas, 
most of the bureaucrats think that they are the administrative agents of the central 
government and their source of legitimacy is legal framework of the central government and 
they are bound to follow the legal instructions of the administration. In this respect, one 
elected politician‘ and one bureaucrat‘ empirical observations are remarkable. During the in-
depth interview, one elected chairman observed that- 
 
I did not come here (present position) automatically. I have sacrificed last twenty years of my life for the local 
people and I have created my support base to the people those who sent me to this position as their 
representative. I can understand the pulse of my people. I understand what they want to me and what should I 
do. If I can do nothing for them then holding this position is just meaningless to me. As an elected representative 
of the local people, I am much more aware of the real needs of the people and what should be the most priority. 
The local bureaucrats do not have more clear idea than me. They are appointed for the time being and may be 
after two or three years they will be transferred to elsewhere from here. But I will be remained here either as an 
elected chairman or as a local political leader. But disgracefully they (bureaucrats) behave like that they are 
more aware than me to the local priorities. Why I am saying this because, at least four months ago, I had 
approved a project by the UZP meeting on a culvert which was very much important to implement before rainy 
season. Unfortunately, UNO did not disburse fund still today on the project by claiming that it was 
overestimated of the budgetary process, and he gave the opinion to re-estimate the budget. Moreover, most of 
the government officials in this upazila are similar. They think that they are the master of the people, not the 
public servants, and all should be done by following their directions and consent. They always show the 
complex rules and procedure of the government without thinking the urgent needs of the local people. Now you 
should realize what short of relationship is prevailing in the existing UZP system and between us.                    
 
While the interview with the UNO
36
of the concern upazila, I placed the above observation 
before to the UNO that claimed by the elected representative of the upazila to me during the 
                                                          
36
 UNO (Upazila Nirbahi Officer) is the chief bureaucrat of the UZP and he is the disbursing officer of the fund. 
He also works as Chief Executive Officer (CEO) as well as agent of national government to the local 
government.  
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interview. In response to the above observation of the elected politician the reaction of the 
UNO was as follows: 
 
I would say nobody should forget his existence and limitations. Both of us – elected representatives and 
government officials have legal rights and legitimacy to run the system. It does not mean that anybody can do 
whatever he or she likes. I admit that Upazila chairman has people‘ verdict to direct and govern the system, 
simultaneously I also have the same legal legitimacy to look after the matters that is provided by the legal 
authority of the central government. I am also to clarify about all my activities to the higher administrative 
authority and sometimes to the central political leaders. The same principle is applicable to all officers of the 
UZP. But the unfortunate part of our partnership in local government (especially in UZP) is that elected 
representatives try to do everything overnight without realizing the legal limitations and overlooking the 
rationality whereas, we are bound to follow the existing rules and regulations. Nonetheless, I would not disagree 
that we also try to do something beyond the rules and regulations but the approach and style is different, and it 
not once denying and delaying to the needs of the local people.         
 
The above two empirical observations reveal that, the distinctions between local politicians 
and bureaucrats in their legitimacy and the style of leadership is clear and thus local 
bureaucrats emphasize the structural aspects of the relationship, and they are assumed to the 
legitimate authority and take the lead with legal power. Thus, even any changes in structural 
arrangements providing political control over the bureaucracy often fail to produce 
significant variation in the relationship pattern between them (Ahmed, 2009: 20).        
 
6.2.4 Professionalism and Specialized Knowledge 
 
Professionalism and specialized knowledge are important underpinning variables of politics-
bureaucracy relationship. The issue of professionalism in the politics and bureaucracy has 
been capturing a central place in the discussion of modern public administration as 
administration runs by both politicians and bureaucrats. Patterns of relationship in 
administration between politicians and bureaucrats always had been a term of query in the 
sense of professionalism and expertize of knowledge. Near about one century back in 1918, 
toward the end of his notable career as a social theorist, Max Weber was asked by his 
students to speak on the political choices facing postwar Germany. In a long lecture Weber 
mentioned the emergence of professional politicians and professional bureaucrats. He had 
predicted that twentieth century politics would be dominated by career politicians and 
bureaucrats but that bureaucrats, with superior knowledge and experience, would tend to 
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dominate the politicians (Weber, 1958).Freidson (2001) sketched three alternative model of 
knowledge production to study the links between power and profession, first model refers  
specialized workers are controlled by informed and rational consumers who seek quality 
knowledge service at minimum cost; second model motivated by Max Weber‘s ideal type of 
bureaucracy; third model featured knowledge workers and high quality products (Picciotto, 
2011). Kimbrough and Tado (1967) identified division of labor based on functional 
specialization and promotion and selection based on technical competence as important 
dimensions of bureaucracy among six dimensions. These models composing the importance 
of policy decisions to meet the consumers quality demands. Professional knowledge needs to 
make effective policy decisions. Special knowledge or expertise is an obvious means of 
decision making to assist wise choice among alternatives. These policy making decisions is 
an area of competition between politicians and bureaucrats. In this regard, Curtis (2002) 
stated that politicians and bureaucrats struggled to control over public policy making 
decisions in democratic and economically developed countries. Krogt (2007) pointed the 
importance of political primacy and professional discretion‘s compatibility in technical policy 
making. Anderson and Jakobsen (2013) pointed out that politicians can benefit by 
professional bureaucrats in policy area through greater expertise.  
 
Above all theoretical arguments reveal that public policy decision needs professional and 
expertise knowledge. Professional knowledge and public policy decision making is the area 
of competition and combination between the politicians and bureaucrats. However, the major 
question is that, how we will define professionalism in politics and administration? Yet we 
have two identical options to define professional politicians according to Max Weber. Weber 
in his ―Politics as a Vocation‖ (1958:84) defined professionalism in politics as ―one (who) 
lives ‗for‘ politics or one (who) lives ‗off‘ politics.‖ He determined professional politicians in 
two sense – ―internal sense‖ and ―economic sense‖. The politician ―who lives ‗for‘ politics 
makes politics his life‖ and he enjoys power position consciously or unconsciously as ―self-
feeling‖ and find the meaning of his life for this cause. On the other hand, the politician ―who 
strives to make politics a permanent source of income lives ‗off‘ politics as a vocation, 
whereas he who does not do this lives ‗for‘ politics‖ (Weber, 1958:84). Eventually, Weber‘s 
observation was that professional politicians ―must be economically independent of the 
income politics can bring him‖ and the professional politicians will not seek remuneration or 
salaries for his political activities. If it is not been the case then politicians would be 
corrupted and there would be no difference between politicians and salaried officials (Weber, 
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1958: 84-86). However, (Borchert, 2003:1-3) argued that historically, this has not always 
been the case of political professionalization and Weber also himself described very 
insightfully the changing process of political professionalization in western democracies 
where ―traditional politicians – essentially local notables – who ―lived for politics‖ were 
increasingly replaced by new-style politicians, party functionaries who ―lived off 
politics‖……while the party bureaucrat did not become the archetype of a professional 
politician.‖ One respondent local elected politician‘ and one official bureaucrat‘ statement 
proves Weberian logic of political professionalization and differentiation of professional 
practice in local politics and administration in Bangladesh. One local elected politician 
reveals that-  
 
Nobody knows what will happen tomorrow. As I can say about myself that I always had been hate to the politics 
from my young age. Thus after being university graduate I became a college teacher and I was involved in 
teaching profession ten years. As a local citizen of this area and college teacher, I had been involvement to the 
people of my Upazila in their joys and sorrows as per my ability. In 2009, when the government was planning to 
held the Upazila election then one of my colleagues suggest me to contest in the upcoming Upazila election as I 
had little bit popularity to the mass people of this Upazila. Then I thought how it is possible as I have no 
connection to any main stream political party? Lastly, I decided to contest in the election as an independent 
candidate by resigning from the teaching profession. Fortunately or unfortunately, there were more than two 
candidates of all main stream political parties in my Upazila. Therefore, I elected as chairman and after being 
elected then I involved in politics having a post of a major political party. Now I am a twenty four hours 
politicians and trying to provide service to the people.      
 
From the above statement, we observed how a non-professional person turned to a 
professional politician does. On the other hand, one of the sample bureaucrats observed that-  
 
I know why I am here. As a government official, we should follow the direction of the superior authority and we 
are always bound by the professional code of conduct. According to our professional code of conduct, it is 
totally forbidden to be involved in partisan politics as a bureaucrat, although there is a contentious alleged to 
bureaucratic involvement in politics indirectly whether they are in service. I will not go through that debate. But 
I would say, according to our job description, we are not allowed to do direct politics. However, we may involve 
in politics after retirement from the government service and there is a lot of example. But any involvement in 
partisan politics directly is impossible until we are in service.    
 
Therefore, it reveals from the above two observations of local politician and bureaucrat that 
the nature of professionalism and its practice between politicians and bureaucrats are 
different. As Wilson (1989) viewed thatpoliticians are motivated by a ―re-election goal‖ 
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whereas bureaucrats are motivated by a ―career concern‖. Politicians are transitory and 
bureaucrats are undying forces to serve the people of the state. Moreover, there is also a 
theoretical paradox in considering professionalism in bureaucracy. One view treats 
professionalism of bureaucracy as a threat to democracy and representative government, and 
other as a necessary condition for effective governance (Farazmand, 1997a:1).  As a result, a 
sharp differentiation of professionalism between politics and bureaucracy always exist in the 
process where bureaucrats are more professional than the politicians in considering their 
policy expertise and knowledge – bureaucrats are more expert than politicians ―who possess 
special knowledge and skills‖ (Demir and Nyhan, 2008:83). This segregate nature of 
professionalism and specialized knowledge determines the model of relationship between 
politicians and bureaucrats. Nonetheless, it can be said that more professional involvement in 
politics and administration reduces politics-administration conflict. That means more the 
experience in politics and administration less the conflict between them.
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6.2.5 Institutional Structure 
In the theoretical part of the thesis, we have already implied that the relationship between 
local elected politicians and bureaucrats can be viewed as an institutional perspective. That 
means what will be the apt relationship between the two actors is determined by the nature of 
institutional structure. Institutional structure is most important variable among the 
organizational or systemic factors.  What will be the roles and relations between or among the 
actors those are involved in the organization explicitly depend on three important principles: 
philosophical principle of institutional structure, nature of services and autonomy practice. 
When an institution is built up following the Hierarchal-Subordination Model or the 
principles of classical Weberian-Wilsonian philosophy of separate duties then theoretically, 
―politicians are the hierarchal leaders of the administration, as well as employers for the 
administrators‖ (Jacobsen, 2001:8) thus results the dichotomous relationship between 
politicians and bureaucrats. On the other hand, when the institution is built up following the 
philosophy of overlapping roles then the relations is likely to be mutual. Secondly, the 
relations between politicians and bureaucrats depend on the nature of services provided by 
the particular institution. This implied that when the institution will be built up for providing 
―Prescriptive Service‖ then bureaucrats will dominate over the politicians. In contrast, in the 
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 For more empirical evidence see the subsequent chapter of the thesis. 
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case of ―Political Machine‖ politicians will dominate over the bureaucracy.  Bjorkman, 
(1979) provides this kind of argument in the case of Indian local government and 
bureaucracy. He finds that as Indian Civil Services and Indian local government is 
established for prescriptive service thus it is dominated by the British minded bureaucracy. 
Consequently, different types of roles and relationships may emerge in the interaction of local 
politicians and bureaucrats (Bjorkman, 1979:10-12). The third factor is autonomy practice 
and the degree of central control over the local government. If the local government can 
purely exercise autonomy and free from central control then relations between elected 
representatives and bureaucrats is likely to be less conflicting than the central control 
institution. Therefore, the relations between local elected politicians and bureaucrats are 
influenced by institutional setting.  
 
Historically, local government institutions of Bangladesh are controlled by the central 
government with various mechanisms and it is regulated by the central regulations, although 
legally and constitutionally local governments are supposed to be autonomous body. As we 
have already observed from the previous chapter that the central or national government 
authorized according to the Upazila Act (1998) to determine or modify the territorial 
jurisdiction (size and boundaries) of the UZP system. It formulates the regulatory framework 
of structure and composition. This framework determines who will be head of the council, the 
number of members, categories of members and power and jurisdiction of the council 
members. Personnel are deputed from different cadre service of Bangladesh Civil Service 
(BCS) at the Upazila level. Besides, the specific functions and jurisdiction of the UZP the Act 
made it clear that any assigned work or guideline perform by the parishad according to the 
willingness of the central government. The regulatory authority Ministry of Local 
Government, Rural Development and Cooperatives (MOLGRD&C) is an actor of central 
government, and generally headed by a powerful minister, who is a cabinet member as well 
as an elected Members of Parliament (MP). In these ways the central government controls the 
local government institutionally which ultimately affect the roles and relations between local 
politicians and bureaucrats.
38
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 How far the institutional structure and the nature of central control influence the roles and relations between 
elected politicians and local official bureaucrats as well as the governance and development at the local level 
(especially in the UZP) has been elaborately explained by examining the hypothetical causal statement in the 
next chapter of the thesis on the basis of empirical data.  
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6.3. The Contextual Factors 
6.3.1 Social Background and Role Orientation 
Several empirical studies show that politicians and bureaucrats are belonged to two 
distinctive social classes and these distinctive social characteristics are associated with 
distinctive role perceptions and values. They provided the argument that distinctive social 
background and role perceptions of politicians and bureaucrats display different interaction 
patterns both at the central and the local government (Ahmad, 1964; Kothari and Roy, 1969; 
Bjorkman, 1979; Aberbach et al., 1981; Campbell, 1988; Svara, 1990; Ahmed, 2009).
39
 This 
different interaction patterns may influence the level of relationships. 
 
 Thus, how does the social background influence on the role orientation and the relationship 
between them remains a hypothetical question? We may explore this issue addressing the 
following questions – do they belong to two distinctive social classes? How do the social 
characteristics influence their roles and relations? In this regards, another important question 
is the identification of social background. That means how we will measure social 
background and on what basis? Therefore, in this research we identified a set of variables as 
social background such as age, gender, education, experience, family background, rural-
urban status, parents‘ occupation and parents‘ income which were included as demographic 
variables in the questionnaire. In the literature, the elite composition is always shown a 
disproportionate representation of general people and of educated, high-status male 
dominated, particularly at the political and administrative hierarchy (Aberbach et al, 
1981:47). Moreover, general argument is that political and administrative elites are originated 
from different social origins.  
 
Taking into account this argument in cognizance, it is may be more rigorous to become 
familiar with the social background (where they actually belong to the social strata) of local 
elected politicians and local bureaucrats before examining the role perceptions. Thus, first of 
all, we will try to address the question – do the local elected politicians and official 
bureaucrats belong to two distinctive social classes or not? This study covers only those 
politicians and bureaucrats who are serving at the local government as an elected 
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 This research also seems that social background and role orientation is closely correlated. But how does the 
distinctive social characteristic is associated with distinctive role perceptions and values? Is there any 
correlation between them? Do the different role perceptions display different interaction patterns between 
politician and bureaucrats? All of these questions are examined comprehensively in the subsequent chapter of 
the thesis along with the normative role perceptions of the local elected politicians and bureaucrats.  
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representatives and appointed officials. Logical inferences drowned on the basis of 
descriptive statistics by comparing the demographic variables of the respondents‘ local 
politicians and bureaucrats. 
 
Age of the Respondent Local Politicians and Bureaucrats 
Many empirical studies considered age an important demographic variable to clarify whether 
age differences have any significance influence on roles and relations between politicians and 
bureaucrats (Ahmed, 2009). In this research, the age difference between local elected 
politicians and bureaucrats has shown in a comparative perspective and then it has shown 
whether it has significance in role orientations and relations.   
 
 
Table 6.3 
Comparison between Politicians and Bureaucrats (By Age Group) 
 
Age Group Politicians Bureaucrats 
Number Percent Number Percent 
20-30 0 0 4 5.7 
31-40 14 20.0 33 47.1 
41-50 25 35.7 17 24.3 
51-60 22 31.4 16 22.9 
61+ 9 12.9 0 0 
Total 70 100.0 70 100.0 
 
Source: Field Survey 
 
The sample politicians and bureaucrats in the survey of this study ranged from twenty to sixty 
plus years of age. Notable that, the minimum age of contesting in the election is 25 years for 
the politicians while the minimum age for joining to the government service or in 
bureaucracy is 21. On the other hand, there is no age limit for politicians to get retirement 
from politics whereas the retirement age for bureaucrats is 59. Table 6.3 shows that, in 
general, most of the respondents belonged to the 30-50 age category. More particularly, 47 
(33.6%) sample respondents belonged to the age group 31-40, 42 (30%) sample respondents 
belonged to the age group 41-50, 38 (27.2%) sample respondents belonged to the age group 
51-60. Rest of the respondents belonged to the 61-80 age category and they are all local 
politicians. On the other hand, the comparative account of their age shows that the minimum 
age of politicians is 33, maximum age is 79 and mean age is 49.79, whereas, the minimum 
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age of bureaucrats is 26, maximum age is 57 and mean age is 42.11 (see the appendix 2 for 
details). Overall, the comparative study of age between politicians and bureaucrats shows that 
local elected politicians are older than local official bureaucrats and they keep themselves 
involved in politics more days than the administrator. Now the question is – is there any 
significance correlation between age and roles and relations? This analysis attempts in the 
later part of this chapter not only by the age but also including all the demographic variables 
with the statistical analysis.         
 
Gender of the Respondent Local Politicians and Bureaucrats 
In terms of gender, the sample respondents‘ demographic data illustrate that the average male 
involvement and domination in politics and administration is more than female. Aberbach et 
al, (1981:47) state that ―the world of power remains essentially a man‘s world.‖ But in the 
case of Bangladesh the statement disproves because according to the Ordinance of the local 
government there are some post reserved for women and participation of women in local 
government is mandatory and it has been confirmed by the constitution. Unfortunately, they 
cannot enjoy such power and domination because of ―iron law of andrarchy‖ in local politics. 
On the other hand, besides the merit, there are 10% reserved post in bureaucracy for women 
which empowered women in administration. Thus the data demonstrates 10% and 20% 
representation of female in politics and administration respectively. Mean score difference is 
1.10 and 1.20 respectively. 
 
Table 6.4 
Comparison between Politicians and Bureaucrats (By Gender) 
 
Gender Politicians Bureaucrats 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Male 63 90.0 56 80.0 
Female 7 10.0 14 20.0 
Total 70 100.0 70 100.0 
Source: Field Survey 
Educational Level of the Respondents Local Politicians and Bureaucrats 
Studies of political and administrative elites in western and non-western societies have 
emphasized the important role of education (Suleiman, 1974). May be education is 
considered as one of the significant factors that help a person acquire leadership roles in 
politics and administration both in the central and local government. Education provides the 
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opportunities of proper understanding of the means how a person will think about the society 
and the social realities. Table 6.5 displays the educational attainments of the sample 
respondents. From the data of the respondents contain in the table 6.5 shows that most of the 
respondents are educated. However, their rate and levels are different. Among the respondent 
politicians 36 (51.4%) are belonged to the bellow secondary to higher secondary educational 
levels. On the other hand, 25 (35.7%) and 9 (12.9%) respondent local elected politicians are 
holding the graduate and post-graduate degree respectively while 15 (21.4%) and 55 (78.6%) 
local official bureaucrats are holding the graduate and post-graduate degree respectively. 
Thus, the empirical evidence and descriptive statistics reveals that bureaucrats are more 
educated than local elected politicians as their mean score and std. deviations are 3.06 with 
std. deviation 1.36 and 4.79 with std. deviation .413 respectively.    
 
 
Table 6.5 
Comparison between Politicians and Bureaucrats (By Education Level) 
 
Level of Education Politicians Bureaucrats 
Number Percent Number Percent 
No Education 0 0 0 0 
Below Secondary 14 20.0 0 0 
Secondary Passed 11 15.7 0 0 
Higher Secondary Passed 11 15.7 0 0 
Graduate 25 35.7 15 21.4 
Post Graduate 9 12.9 55 78.6 
Total 70 100.0 70 100.0 
 
Source: Field Survey 
 
Occupation of the Respondent Local Politicians and Bureaucrats 
The occupational dimension of the respondents is considered as one of the important 
determinants of social origins. Occupation provides some distinct socio-economic milieu 
resulting in class identification. Belonging to a particular social class may be affects a 
person‘s cognitive role perceptions. In comparison to professional and occupational practice 
between local elected politicians and local official bureaucrats the findings of this study 
reveals that politicians are in involved in diverse occupation while the bureaucrats are 
involved only in government service. As a permanent staff of the government bureaucrats 
have no scope to be involved in other business rather than service whereas, local politicians 
are involved in many businesses. The important and new findings of this study is that while 
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previous study shown a particular occupation (e.g. agriculture) as dominant occupation in 
local politics however, this study reveals that ―business‖ or ―business along with politics‖  are 
now the dominant occupation in local politics. It reveals that local politicians are also ―live 
off‖ politics and they may use politics as a mechanism of business. The same trend is 
observable in the case of national politics in Bangladesh where 90% Parliament Members 
(MPs) are businessman. During the Pakistan and even two- three decades ago the land lord 
farmer, professional doctors, lawyers and teachers were the dominant figures in local politics. 
The data from the table 6.6 reveals that tradition mode of politics is changing and they are 
replacing by the new emerging businessman in politics.  
 
 
Table 6.6 
Comparison between Politicians and Bureaucrats (By Occupation) 
 
Occupation Politicians Bureaucrats 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Agriculture 9 12.9 0 0 
Service 5 7.1 70 100 
Business 27 38.6 0 0 
Business & Politics 15 21.4 0 0 
Teaching 3 4.3 0 0 
Others 11 15.7 0 0 
Total 70 100.0 70 100 
 
Source: Field Survey 
 
 
Experience of the Respondent Local Politicians and Bureaucrats 
The career lines or experience in politics and administration is considerable factor for role 
perceptions and understanding. Whenever we examine the career lines or experience of local 
elected politicians and bureaucrats then two considerations had in mind: the political 
experience and job experience. We calculate job experience or length of service for 
bureaucrats and political experience for politicians. But the problem was that whenever we 
calculate the political experience of politicians and compare it to bureaucrats‘ job experience 
then the aggregate result does not exhibit the real picture of experiential difference between 
them. It reveals local politicians are more experience than bureaucrats on average. On the 
other hand, if we calculate the experience of politicians as elected office holder then it 
exhibits another picture and in that case bureaucrats are more experience than local 
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politicians because more than fifty percent of the local politicians reported that they were 
elected for the first time and holding the office at local government. Thus, this dilemma 
demonstrates different result and correlation between them. In this respect one bureaucrat 
noted that ―day by day we are getting less qualified administrator because most of the local 
politicians those who are elected as representatives and take the official position at the local 
government don‘t have any previous experience in public sector and thus we have to spend 
more time for them to educate legislative procedures without giving the time to the 
administrative procedure.‖ However, it does not imply that local politicians have not any 
experience, and they are affected by the exposure of experience. They might have experience 
and skill in other social institutions.         
 
Table 6.7 
Comparison between Politicians and Bureaucrats (By Experience) 
 
Experience  Politicians Bureaucrats 
Number Percent Number Percent 
0-5 6 8.6 7 10.0 
6-10 8 11.4 24 34.3 
11-15 15 21.4 11 15.7 
16-20 18 25.7 10 14.3 
21-25 10 14.3 4 5.7 
25+ 13 18.6 14 20.0 
Source: Field Survey 
 
 
Family Background of the Respondent Local Politicians and Bureaucrats 
The general argument is that the socialization of a person dependent on the family 
background and peer groups, where he/she is born and bought up and also belonged to as an 
individual. Thus, the perception of a person who resides in the rural areas may be different to 
the person who living in the urban areas. But some demographic data of this research 
demonstrates that there is no great significant difference between politicians and bureaucrats 
particularly in the context of family background and rural urban exposure rather than parental 
occupational difference. Empirical data reveals that more or less the similar proportion of 
local politicians and bureaucrats are originated from the rural areas and this ratio is little bit 
higher than the urban elite exposure.  Similarly, the same pattern is observable in the context 
of family background in respect of economic status which exhibits in the table 6.8. On the 
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other hand, if it is considered politicians and bureaucrats parents occupation and income as 
significant indicators of identifying social class or social origin then the sample respondents 
differ significantly from each other as most of the politicians‘ parents are involved in 
agriculture or in business whereas, bureaucrats‘ parents are in agriculture and service.40 On 
the basis of parents occupation and yearly income status of the respondent data are presented 
in the table 6.8 which demonstrates that, 17 (24.3%) local politicians and 15 (21.4%) 
bureaucrats did not provide the data on parental income. The classification of the respondent 
parents‘ occupation has been categorized according to the data of the respondent reported 
during the interview. There was no scope for verify the data whether it was correct or not 
because, in the questionnaire the respondent politicians and bureaucrats had been asked to 
state the yearly incomes of their parents. In some cases while the respondent replied that their 
parents are died in that case they were asked to provide data on their parents‘ occupation and 
income when their parents were alive.  
 
Interestingly, some politicians and bureaucrats did not supply the information of their 
parents‘ income while they said about the occupation. They also said that they have no 
information about their fathers‘ income or it is not possible for them to say exactly what the 
income of their parents was. Most important finding of this study is that the degree of socio-
economic status does not vary between local elected politicians and bureaucrats, and 
bureaucracy has been declined from their elite status as Philip Woodruff described in his 
book The Guardians in reference to the family background and economic status. Thus, when 
we examine the social origins of them based on parental income then we get different picture: 
local politicians belonged to slightly high economic status than local bureaucrats. This would 
indicate a certain upward and downward mobility between colonial and Bangladeshi politics-
bureaucracy that has taken place within the two categories in course of time. The empirical 
data on parental income reveals this finding (for descriptive statistical analysis see the 
appendix 2). 
41
 
 
 
 
 
                                                          
40
 Note that I did not segregate data into father‘s or mother‘s occupation and income because it was very 
complex to distinguished data on the basis of father‘s or mother‘s occupation and income as in most of the cases 
the mother of the respondents were not involved in any occupation rather than ―household‖ activities and they 
were not involved in income generating position.   
41
 More comprehensive empirical analysis on social background, role orientation and its effects on politics-
bureaucracy relations have been shown in the next chapter of the thesis.  
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Table 6.8 
Comparisons between Politicians and Bureaucrats (By Family Background, Parents 
Occupation and Income): 
 
Family Background Politicians Bureaucrats 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Lower Class 3 4.3 8 11.4 
Middle Class 57 81.4 56 80.0 
Higher class 10 14.3 6 8.6 
Total 70 100.0 70 100.0 
Parents Occupation     
Agriculture 50 71.4 19 27.1 
Business 11 15.7 11 15.7 
Service 8 11.4 34 48.6 
Others 1 1.4 6 8.6 
Total 70 100.0 70 100.0 
Parents Yearly Income     
No Response 17 24.3 15 21.4 
Below 50000 2 2.9 0 0 
50000- Below 100000 5 7.1 7 10.0 
100000-Below 200000 8 11.4 8 11.4 
200000-Below 300000 19 27.1 26 37.1 
300000+ 19 27.1 14 20.0 
Total 70 100.0 70 100.0 
 
Source: Field Survey 
 
6.3.2 Policy Formulation and Implementation 
During the literature review in the first chapter, we have observed that an important question 
is always associated with the politics-bureaucracy relation is concerning policy making and 
implementation. That means who makes policies and who implements - is always a debatable 
issue in the literature of politics and administration. Although scholars have focused 
exclusively in response to the question providing their argument and thus different school of 
thoughts have been raised. Like, the orthodox politics-administration dichotomy model, 
where politicians will approach the policy and bureaucrats will simply implement the policy 
and their relationship will be superior-subordinate controlled by the politicians. On the other 
hand, another school of thought provides mutuality or partnership model and focuses on the 
interconnectedness between politicians and bureaucrats in the policy process, where the 
relationship will be mutually exclusive between politicians and bureaucrats. Notwithstanding 
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these arguments and debate over the century, the question remains continued and challenging 
to the contemporary scholars and practitioners (Demir and Nyhan, 2008).  
 
Therefore, several empirical researches in the context of Western and European local 
government identified bureaucrat‘s leadership role in the policy making and implementation 
process (Svara, 1985; Box, 1992; Montjoy and Watson, 1995; Nalbandian, 1990, 1999; Dunn 
and Legge, 2002, Jacobsen, 2001). Aberbach et al, (1981:24) observe that both the elected 
politicians and official bureaucrats are involved in the policy making process and governance 
―although they differ typically in the scope of their concerns and the specialization of their 
knowledge‖ and they identified four different images in their roles and relations. Some 
research suggested complementarity view with acknowledging the distinct perspectives of 
politicians and bureaucrats (Nalbandian, 1994, 2006, Svara, 2001) and some found that 
―political guidance had a low and nonsignificant impact on the planning ability of the public 
administrators‖ in the context of local government (Demir and Nyhan, 2008:92). Thus, the 
cross-national analysis shows that the characteristics and perspectives of politicians and 
bureaucrats vary on the basis of culture and context. Therefore, what has been described 
above can also be observed at the local government in Bangladesh. The imbalance that 
characterized conflictual relations between the politicians and bureaucrats at the national 
level could also be noticeable at the local level (Ahmed, 2009).Sometimes, local bureaucrats 
or officials are found to play more dominant role than the elected politicians in the local 
council specially in policy making and governance process though in reality, local 
government ordinance and constitutional sprit do not usually grant bureaucratic formal policy 
making role in the local government. In this respect one elected politician shared his 
observation during the interview that-  
 
Local officials those who are working at the local government always hold the different understanding than ours 
in the policy making process. According to the ordinance, bureaucrats are supposed to implement the policy that 
will be passed by the council. Even though, they don‘t have any voting right when the bill passed in the council, 
but they always try to shape the policy by their own camouflaging understanding and denying the real interests 
of the people and they use their expertise knowledge for bias the policy making process. As a politician, we may 
have some lacking‘s in compare to their knowledge and expertise. It does not mean that we understand nothing. 
So, bureaucrats should respect us as representative of the people because we are here for them and to see their 
interests first.     
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For the same reason, local official bureaucrats also express the opposite view while they 
work with the local elected politicians. One bureaucrat‘s observation is notable here:  
 
As a bureaucrat, we are like genii pigs or scapegoats. We are always to maintain two bosses: administrative 
hierarchal authority to whom we are directly accountable and the elected representatives. The nature and 
characteristics of these two strata are completely different. You know, we are deployed by the central 
government and authority. So we should see the interest of the central government at the same time the interest 
of the local people and representatives. As a bureaucrat it is very difficult to please everyone. The problem in 
the local policy making is that most of the elected representatives are lacked legislative and the policy process. 
Thus, they just order and sometimes seek help to us and as a bureaucrat we always try to identify what types of 
alternatives and options we have to frame a particular policy. The elected representatives choose the option 
which may be benefitted them. However, when we review the options to ensure the biasness then they alleged 
us and say we are doing something denying and against the interest of the people by disobeying the opinion of 
the elected representatives. On the other hand, if we do not provide proper guidance and suggestion then we 
have to clarify for that to the higher administrative authority. This is the dilemma between politicians and 
bureaucrats in the policy making of local government in Bangladesh.             
 
In comparison, the empirical data shows that some bureaucrats take a strong position in 
favour or against the particular policy because of politics of policy making process and they 
direct the policy mechanisms.
42
As a result, the ascendancy of the bureaucracy in local 
government policy process is often considered to be one of the important factors leading to 
conflicts and the marginalization of local elected politicians‘ role. Of course, there are a lot of 
valid reasons for bureaucratic dominance in the local government. In considering knowledge 
and specialization, local politicians are often considered at a serious disadvantage vis-à-vis 
local bureaucrats. It is generally observed that bureaucrats are better educated than local 
politicians. They are also assumed to know more about the law, national policies outline, or 
determined by central government, local administrative capacity and possible solutions for 
problems (Ahmed, 2009). It therefore, reveals that what will be the pattern of relationship 
between them is determined by the mode of policy interaction between them. 
 
 
6.3.3 Regime Types and Ideology 
The politics-bureaucracy relation depends on the type and nature of the regime in which the 
two actors perform their functions. Thus, the regime type and ideology are the considerable 
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 More comprehensive analysis on domination in policy process and decisions on local governance have been 
furnished on the basis of empirical data in the subsequent chapter of the thesis.   
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variables in shaping politics-bureaucracy relationship in any administrative system. More 
explicitly, we witnessed from the theoretical analysis that bureaucrats are ―value neutral‖ and 
politicians are ―value laden and ideological‖ in the Weberian administrative system where 
bureaucracy is ―rational or ―ideal-type‖. But in practice, especially in the context of 
developing countries like Bangladesh where both politicians and bureaucrats are ideological 
as they are involved in the politics of policy making and implementation.  
 
On the other hand, the nature of the regime is a considerable factor: whether the democratic 
or military are in state political power. If the military bureaucracies are in state power then 
bureaucrats dominate over the politicians and in contrast, if the democratic regimes are in 
power then bureaucracy allies with the politicians as we have already observed this nature of 
politics-bureaucracy relations from the chapter four of the thesis. This tendency of national 
politics-bureaucracy relations negatively reflect at the local levels when the local elected 
politicians and bureaucrats are both involved in the politics of policy making process in the 
local council with holding different political ideology. In that case, different ideology 
between local elected politicians and official bureaucrats generate conflicting interest in the 
interest articulation and aggregation and thus, consensus on local development policy process 
and governance is usually difficult. In this respect, one elected politician noted that-  
 
The problem of ideological difference and political regime is that, while all the local elected political leaders are 
directly involved in party politics at the local government of Bangladesh and they are either the supporter of the 
existing political regime or not, there this character of local bureaucracy is hidden or unexposed. However, the 
interesting fact is that bureaucrats are much more political than us but they are not directly involved in partisan 
politics. 
 
 This unexposed ―ideological differences frequently divide them into hostile camps‖ (Kothari 
and Roy, 1969: 9) and sometimes this indirect political involvement of bureaucracy and 
ideological ambiguity violet the ―rules of the game‖ then it is a threat to the whole system of 
governance in general and particular to the political regime.      
 
6.3.4 Politicization of Bureaucracy 
The term politicization is not new as a method of political control over the bureaucracy. The 
US Constitution vests the President with extraordinary powers to appoint political executives, 
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which Moe (1985a) termed presidential politicization of bureaucracy. As a result, more or 
less every president emphasizes to appoint political appointees as ‗chief executive‘ with a 
clearly defined separation/subordinate relationship between political executives and the 
career bureaucrats (Ingraham et al. 1995; Moynihan and Roberts, 2010). Many observers and 
thinkers of bureaucracy in developing countries (LaPalombara, 1963; Riggs, 1963, 1964, 
1969; Huntington, 1968) have noticed behavioral aberration reflecting societal culture of the 
developing countries studied and argued maintaining firm political control over the 
bureaucracy is essential for nation building and achieving national developmental goals for 
developing nations. Notwithstanding its increased political role, the western bureaucracy still 
remains structurally subordinate to politics but the political involvement of the bureaucracy in 
many third world countries appear to be exceptionally high along with politicization. At the 
same time, most of the discussion of public administration for the past several decades has 
been focused on political control over the bureaucracy and administrative reform claiming 
that public bureaucracies are the major barriers to policy change especially on the ‗New 
Public Management‘ (NPM) that has emphasized the importance of effective management in 
controlling public programs and services. In this connection, may be an affordable and 
profitable level of politicization can play a pivotal role in fostering the democratization 
process (Rouban (2007; Carino,2001). Therefore, politicization is discernible fact in the 
discussion on politics-bureaucracy relations and their roles and responsibilities irrespective of 
developed and developing countries. However, the fact is that if politicization refers to such a 
situation where appointment, transfer, promotion and other career decisions of bureaucrats 
are dependent on political biasness and the will of the political masters and bureaucrats are 
involved in politics for achieving such a particular aims and goals then it creates interaction 
problem between politicians and bureaucrats. Thus, the nature and gravity of politicization 
also determines the model of relationship between politicians and bureaucrats and process of 
governance and development. We will examine this argument in the next chapter. 
 
6.3.5 Self-image and Mutual Interaction 
The relationship between politicians and bureaucrats or between a minister and a secretary 
predominantly depends on mutual interaction and how they perceive themselves each other 
that we may call the self-image between them. The culture of mutual interaction or trust 
builds up based on convention and it takes long time. To promote institutional integrity an 
environment of mutual trust and respect is necessary. Any relationship means trust, mutual 
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respect, sharing of roles and responsibilities with an approved manner.  American spoils 
system, British Whitehall model and German hybrid model of politics-bureaucracy relations 
are the best examples which are based on mutual trust. If the presidential selections of 
bureaucracy are right, trust and confidence grows automatically. Drewry and Butcher, (1991) 
have explained the importance of mutual trust between a minister and a civil servant 
providing an example of a relationship between a husband and a wife in a Victorian 
household in the context of Whitehall model. A recent series of inquiries was conducted by 
the British House of Lords Constitution Committee (2010) and the House of Commons 
Public Administration Select Committee (2007) on the politics-bureaucracy relationships. 
They also emphasized the importance of mutual interaction and trust in the changing pattern 
of roles and relationships between minister and civil service. So, there is no doubt that mutual 
trust is an important underpinning variable of politics-bureaucracy relation.    
 
 
6.4 The Factors which underpins the Relations most significantly 
 
It is true that the realm of the politicians and that of the bureaucrats differ in many respects. 
However, the nature of relationship between them depends on the above mentioned variables 
and we have tried to explore these variables with some empirical evidence to provide the 
answer to the question – how do the local elected politicians and appointed official 
bureaucrats differ from each other? Or how does the relationship construct and what factors 
make differences
43
  between politicians and bureaucrats? As we indicated earlier that, the 
systemic/organizational and contextual factors influence to shape role perceptions and 
relations between local elected politicians and official bureaucrats because there is a 
substantial difference between politicians and bureaucrats in considering the systemic and 
contextual factors. Nonetheless, the theoretical understanding and the empirical observation 
by the statistical analysis reveals that, all variables are not equally important to shape the 
roles and relations between politicians and bureaucrats in the context of local government. 
Thus, to find out what factors determine the relationships most between them? To this 
question, this inquiry identified and selected Social Background, Role Perceptions and 
Performance, Self-image and Mutual Interaction, and Institutional Structure as most 
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 For more comprehensive analysis see the subsequent three chapters of the thesis. 
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important relationship underpinning variables for more extensive empirical observation 
among the systemic and contextual variables.
44
 
 
6.5 Conclusion 
 
At the beginning of this chapter, we demonstrated two major questions: how do the local 
elected politicians and appointed official bureaucrats differ from each other? And what 
factors determine the relationships between them most? From the above discussion, we can 
summarize the answer of the above two questions and findings showing the itemed related 
differentiations between local elected politicians and bureaucrats as follows: the empirical 
data reveals that the recruitment process of politicians and bureaucrats are completely 
different. Recruitment, training and motivation of politicians and bureaucrats are different 
and it matters in their relations. Similarly, Politico-Administrative Culture is also different. 
Politicians are more ideological and bureaucrats are more rules oriented and their different 
culture influence on the relationship between them. Likely, Legitimacy and Style of 
Leadership is different and this difference impacts on their relationships.  
 
On the other hand, bureaucrats are more professional and they hold specialized knowledge 
than local politicians.It signifies the relationships between them. Institutional structure is a 
significant underpinning variable for determining the relations, as politics-bureaucracy 
relations depends on the nature of autonomy practice and institutional structure. Social 
background and role orientation is to some extent different between them. It influences the 
relations and furthermore, relationships depend on the mediating nature of role in policy 
formulation and implementation. Likewise, Regime types and ideology are the important 
considerable variables of relationship and it is mostly applicable to the central government. 
Politicization of bureaucracy is also important underpinning variables of relationship between 
them which may sometimes display the negative relations between them. The relations 
between the local elected politicians and bureaucrats mostly depend on self-image and mutual 
interaction between them.  
 
                                                          
44
 These variables have been identified and selected by applying a statistical technique of multiple correlations. 
In this section, we have just exposed the results of the statistical analysis with a very limited taxonomical 
analysis as it is discussed elaborately in the next chapter of the thesis.      
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Overall, the discussion of social background and comparing the social characteristics of the 
local elected politicians and bureaucrats, we find that there is a marked diversity as well as 
homogeneity in their social origins. In general, bureaucrats are likely to become from urban 
origins than local elected politicians. But empirical data present that both of them are 
originated and come from similar regional background and do not have significant difference. 
In comparison to general people both the local elected politicians and bureaucrats are elite. 
Politicians are inherited in politics professionally whereas bureaucrats are achieved to appear 
in their administrative position although both of them are originated from middle class family 
background in their economic status. However, local official bureaucrats are more educated 
than their counterpart. In comparison to each other, none of them are solely in an 
advantageous position and they are not exclusively mutual or alike in their social 
characteristics. Rather, both are in an advantageous position in different social conditions and 
some significant differences could be noticeable between them in their social origins. For 
example, local politicians are in advantageous position in considering their age, economic 
status vis-à-vis official bureaucrats. On the other hand, bureaucrats are in advantageous 
position in considering education, occupational status in both themselves as well as their 
parental occupation vis-à-vis local elected politicians. Therefore, it is necessary to explore the 
attitudinal and behavioral dimensions of their interaction to determine the prototype of 
relationships and thus, more empirical evidence is required to explore the ways in which 
these two set of actors view themselves, in their role perception and interact with each other 
in the pursuance of local governance and development.  
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Chapter – 7: Local Politicians and Bureaucrats: Exploring the 
Prototype of Relations 
 
7.1 Introduction 
 
In the preceding chapter, we have identified some important variables which underpin the 
relationship between politicians and bureaucrats. In this chapter, we will examine the 
influence of these variables to detect the prototype of relations between local elected 
politicians and bureaucrats. The main intention of the next two chapters is to examine the 
theoretical hypotheses that have been set in the chapter two. As we said earlier that, the role 
perceptions and the patterns of relationships varies with the degree of social characteristics, 
alignment of interests, role perceptions, self-image and mutual interaction between local 
elected politicians and the official bureaucrats, which ultimately influence the level of local 
governance and development and thus level of governance and development varies with the 
patterns of relationship. It is, therefore, necessary to address some attitudinal and behavioral 
questions: how does the social background influence the role perceptions? How do they 
perceive each other? How are they related to each other? We, therefore, begin the discussion 
with the first question and then gradually turn to undertake a detailed discussion of the 
concerns delineated above empirically.     
 
7.2 Social Background, Role Perceptions and Relations 
 
During the discussion of social background and comparing the social characteristics of the 
local elected politicians and bureaucrats from the previous chapter, we find that there is a 
marked diversity as well as homogeneity in their social origins. In comparison to each other, 
neither the local elected politicians nor the local official bureaucrats are merely in an 
advantageous position, and they are not exclusively mutual or alike in their social 
characteristics. Somewhat, both are in an advantageous position in different social conditions 
and some significant differences could be noticeable between them in their social origins. In 
such a social conditions, we should explore more empirical evidence and way to look for – 
how do they perceive their roles? And how does the social background influence the role 
perceptions and relations between them or not?   
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7.2.1 Normative Role Perceptions of Politicians and Bureaucrats 
 
Role perception, performance and decision making are very important part of politics and 
administration as defined in the literature. Role can be identified in two ways, expected role 
and performed role. As Davis (1948:90) notes, ―how an individual actually performs in a 
given position, as distinct from how he is supposed to perform, we call a role‖. The role is the 
manner in which a person actually carries out the decisions in keeping his position (Ahmed, 
2009:90). It is the dynamic aspect of status or office and always influenced by factors other 
than the stipulation of the position itself.Aberbach et al (1981:87) provide more wide-ranging 
explanation of the role of politicians and bureaucrats arguing that politicians and bureaucrats 
each can play nine types of roles, that of: technician, advocate, trustee, legalist, broker, 
partisan, facilitator, policymaker, and ombudsman.   
 
From the existing literature (Stilborn, 2012; Arblaster, 2002; Lilleker and Jackson, 2009; 
Rush, 2001; Pickles, 1971; Wahlke et al. 1962; Norton and Wood, 1990; Box, 1992; Norton 
(1994), four main roles can be identified from a normative viewpoint:  delegate, trustee, 
partisan, and constituency service which can performed by the politicians and bureaucrats 
both in local and central governments (has been shown in the figure 7.1). However, to avoid 
the divergence of defining role in this study, the role has been operationalized as ―the 
expected and performed duties and functions of the elected representatives and bureaucrats 
which are granted by the law.‖ Accordingly, to know the perceptions of local elected 
politicians and local official bureaucrats – to what extent a bureaucrat feels himself 
committed to bureaucratic norms and values and his attitude to democratically elected local 
politicians and public needs vis-à-vis to the politicians attitude to the bureaucrats, a series of 
questions were asked to the politicians and to the bureaucrats – question mostly basis on two 
dimensions, normative referents and role performance. The available response categories for 
each item were: Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree and No Response. The respondent‘ data are 
shown in the table (7.1).  
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Figure 7.1 
Roles and Functions of Elected Representatives and Bureaucrats in Theoretical 
Perspective 
 
 
 Source: Researcher 
 
Table 7.1 
Perceptions of Local Elected Politicians and Local Official Bureaucrats (N/%) 
 
Variable 1*= Existing administrative rules and regulations should be given priority and should strictly followed. 
Variable 2*= Local politicians and bureaucrats should apply particular judgement ignoring some rules and 
regulations to meet people‘s needs and requirements. Variable 3*= Whatever the practical needs, results and 
consequences, local bureaucrats should follow the directions of the superior authority. Variable 4*= For the 
practical needs local bureaucrats should follow the recommendations of local elected politicians minimising the 
Variables Politicians Perceptions (N-70) Bureaucrats Perceptions (N-70) Total 
N=140 Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
 
Disagree No 
Response 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Disagree No 
Response 
Variable 1* 21 
(30%) 
49 
(70%) 
0 0 66 
(94.3%) 
4 
(5.7%) 
0 0 70 
(100%) 
Variable 2* 26 
(37.1%) 
44 
(62.9%) 
0 0 1 
(1.4%) 
47 
(67.1%) 
9 
(12.9) 
13 
(18.6) 
70 
(100%) 
Variable 3* 2 
(2.9%) 
34 
(48.6%) 
28 
(40%) 
6 
(8.6%) 
62 
(88.6%) 
7 
(10%) 
0 1 
(1.4%) 
70 
(100%) 
Variable 4* 30 
(42.9%) 
40 
(57.1%) 
0 0 0 9 
(12.9%) 
31 
(44.3%) 
30 
(42.9%) 
70 
(100%) 
Variable 5* 50 
(71.4%) 
19 
(27.1%) 
1 
(1.4%) 
0 0 63 
(90%) 
3 
(4.3%) 
4 
(5.7%) 
70 
(100%) 
Central Government 
Bureaucrats 
 
Delegate Trustee Partisan Constituency 
Service 
Politicians 
Local Government 
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administrative norms and values. Variable 5*= Local politicians and bureaucrats should not take any decision 
which may displease each other. 
 
The empirical data from the table 7.1 demonstrates that the politico-bureaucratic culture is 
enormously different and the absence of parallel behavior is substantially clear. As we 
observed earlier that culturally bureaucrats are procedure and rule oriented and politicians are 
development goal oriented and they want to emphasize diffusive public interest ignoring 
some rules and regulations. Empirical data proves the above statement and it reveals that 
local bureaucrats are more interested to follow the procedure of complex rules and 
regulations (66 (94.3) % strongly agree and 4 (5.7) % agree) as well as the direction of their 
superior authority ignoring whatever the practical needs and the directions of the local elected 
politicians although they acknowledge that local elected politicians and bureaucrats should 
not do anything which may displease each other. On the other hand, local politicians hold ( 
30 (42.9) % strongly agree and 40 (57.1) % agree) that local bureaucrats should follow the 
recommendations of local elected politicians minimising some administrative norms and 
values for the practical needs and they – both the local elected politicians and bureaucrats 
hold that they should not take any decision which may displease each other. In sum, 
empirical data indicates that the politico-administrative culture is different and thus local 
bureaucrats consider them as the permanent agent of the central government and they 
emphasize rules and regulations more than the directions of the local elected politicians and 
the practical needs of the local people which ultimately plays a very significant role as 
underpinning variable to the determination of relationship between them and results 
conflicting relations between the two actors.   
 
Moreover, to discover the more cognitive and normative role orientations of local elected 
politicians and bureaucrats, the respondents were asked a number of questions –for example: 
―The modern government runs by the two actors; elected politicians and appointed 
professional bureaucrats with an uneasy partnership. In this respect, how do you perceive 
your role as a politician or as an official bureaucrat?‖ And they were given the options of: 
A=Delegate Actor; B= Trustee Actor; C= Partisan Actor and D= Constituency Service. 
Similarly, another question was ―Politics and administration brings together the political 
elements and bureaucratic elements. Do you think these two actors are characteristically 
separate and their roles and functions should be distinct?‖ The options were provided in three 
categories: A=Yes; B=No; C=No Response. Another question was ―Where should be limited 
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the politicians or bureaucrats roles specifically?‖ Options were: A= Policy formulation; B= 
Policy Implementation; C= Governance and development; D= All of the above. Besides this 
normative role perceptional questions other questions were functional or performing role 
orientational.
45
 
 
The respondent data is outlined below that was provided by the sample respondents in 
response to the above questions. The empirical data from the figure 7.2 reveals that the 
cognitive role perception of local elected politicians and bureaucrats are not clear and their 
perceptions are fragmented. Because, the ideal condition would be when the administrators or 
bureaucrats are perceived their roles as delegate or trustee actors (Box, 19992) and the 
elected representatives or politicians are perceived their roles as partisan actor or constituency 
service (Stilborn, 2012; Arblaster, 2002; Lilleker and Jackson, 2009; Rush, 2001; Pickles, 
1971; Wahlke et al. 1962; Norton and Wood, 1990; Norton (1994).  
 
However, the empirical data shows that 26 (37.1%) politicians and 32 (45.7%) bureaucrats 
perceived their roles as delegate actor while 6(8.6%) politicians and 13 (18.6%) bureaucrats 
hold their roles as trustee actor. On the other hand, 14 (20.0%) and 24 (34.3%) politicians and 
3 (4.3% and 22 (31.4%) bureaucrats perceived their roles as partisan actor and constituency 
service respectively. In comparison to their cognitive role perceptions, bureaucrats are little 
bit clear in their perceptions than local politicians though they also hold confusing 
perceptions where 22 (31.4%) bureaucracy perceived their roles as constituency service. This 
measurement also derives from the attitudes that expressed the respondents during the survey 
interview in response to the answer to the role perceptional question.  
 
Thus, it can be said that the perception might be guided by the attitude and the behaviour that 
has ―an important bearing on the interaction‖ between politicians and bureaucrats. So, we 
should give more attention to their distinctive or specific role perceptions to identify the 
actual patterns as Kothari and Roy (1969: 33) provide the argument that ―By role definition 
we mean what the actor himself thinks is required of his office……..occupies a particular 
positions……What he expects from his own position and what he can actually do.‖ We, 
therefore, tried to know the distinctive and specific roles of local elected politicians and 
bureaucrats approaching the further two questions: ―Politics and administration brings 
                                                          
45
 For details see the survey questionnaire in the appendix 1-3 of the thesis. 
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together the political elements and bureaucratic elements. Do you think these two actors are 
characteristically separate and their roles and functions should be distinct?‖ And ―Where 
should be limited the politicians or bureaucrats roles specifically?‖ The respondent opinions 
are presented in the 2-d bar diagram (figure 7.3) and table 7.2 respectively.  
 
Figure 7.2 
Cognitive Role Perceptions of Local Politicians and Bureaucrats 
 
Source: Field Survey 
 
 
Figure 7.3 
Distinctive Role Perceptions (Politicians’ and Bureaucrats’ Views) 
 
Source: Field Survey 
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Table 7.2 
Specific Role Perceptions of Politicians and Bureaucrats 
 
Roles Categories 
Specific Role Perceptions 
Politicians’ View Bureaucrats’ View 
 Frequency Percent Frequenc
y 
Percent 
Policy Formulation 19 27.1 2 2.9 
Policy Implementation 4 5.7 39 55.7 
Governance and 
Development 
9 12.9 1 1.4 
All of the above 38 54.3 27 38.6 
No Response 0 0 1 1.4 
Total 70 100.0 70 100.0 
    Source: Field Survey 
 
The empirical data from the figure 7.3 demonstrates that almost all respondent politicians 69 
(98.6%) and 62 (88.6%) bureaucrats think that the politicians and bureaucrats are separate 
actors and their roles and functions should be distinct. Among the sample respondents only 1 
politician and 7 bureaucrats think that they are not characteristically separate as role actors in 
the process of governance. In this context, the third question arises – what should be their 
specific roles and function as they identify themselves as the distinct actors? Interestingly, the 
views of politicians and bureaucrats to this question contradict with the previous question. 
Table 7.2 exhibits the two actors‘ views and it shows that although 19 (27.1%) politicians and 
39(55.7%) bureaucrats have chosen themselves as policy formulation and policy 
implementation actors respectively but they hold a hidden desire to be involved in all the 
activities of the local government while 38 (54.3%) politicians and 27 (38.6%) bureaucrats 
viewed ―all of the above‖ is the spheres of their roles. The comparative analysis of politicians 
and bureaucrats views in the above three questions reveals that theoretically they believe that 
politics and administrations are separate and they should have separate roles and functions. 
But in practice, they have affinity to be involved in every aspect of the policy and governance 
process.
46
 
                                                          
46
What does it mean exactly? Is it a puzzling perception or a symbiotic character of politicians and bureaucrats? 
To know the answer of this question, we should explore more empirical evidence in the subsequent analysis. 
Thus, to verify this normative role perception of politicians and bureaucrats and to identify the expected and 
performed role, they were asked further question and that data is presented in the next chapter while explaining 
the role performance on governance and development.   
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7.2.2 General People’s View on Politicians and Bureaucrats Roles 
 
As we noted earlier that, general peoples are not directly involve in the process of 
governance. But according to the principles of principal-agent theory they are to be 
considered as stakeholder and principals as they elect their representatives to govern. In this 
connection, both politicians and bureaucrats are agents of the people. On the other hand, if 
the elected politicians are considered as principal then bureaucrats are the agents. So, it is 
very important to know how the general people views on their agents‘ role. Thus, to verify 
the role perceptions of politicians and bureaucrats, we included 140 general people in the 
survey to know their perception on politicians and bureaucrats roles, as there is a maxim in 
Bengali that ―Raja kemon, Proja Jemon!‖ (how the king is, as the citizens are?) Therefore, the 
similar questions were presented to the general people and their opinions are presented in the 
figure 7.4 and table 7.3 respectively.      
 
Figure 7.4 
General People’s View on Politicians and Bureaucrats Roles    
 
        Source: Field Survey 
 
The empirical data from the figure 7.4 shows that most of the general people think that 
politicians and bureaucrats are characteristically separate and they should have separate roles 
and functions. On the other hand, what should be the specific roles of politicians and 
bureaucrats to this question; 43 (30.7%) and 85 (60.7%) respondents provided the answer that 
policy formulation is the major roles of politicians and policy implementation is the prime 
duties of bureaucrats. According to the viewpoint of general people, politicians are supposed 
to be involved in all activities of the options that were presented to them, and in comparison 
to bureaucratic involvement, it is little bit higher. It reveals that, to the identification of 
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specific roles of politicians and bureaucrats, general people have support towards the 
politicians and that they might be involve in all the activities while the main responsibility of 
the bureaucrats is likely to be the policy implementation although some respondents are 
supported bureaucratic involvement in all activities.   
 
Table 7.3 
General People’s View on Specific Role of Politicians and Bureaucrats  
 
 
Roles 
General People’s View 
Specific Role of Politicians Specific Role of Bureaucrats 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Policy 
Formulation 
43 30.7 2 1.4 
Policy 
Implementation 
2 1.4 85 60.7 
Governance and 
Development 
27 19.3 19 13.6 
All of the above 48 34.3 15 10.7 
No Response 20 14.3 19* 13.6 
Total 140 100.0 140 100.0 
 
Source: Field Survey 
 
7.2.3 Social Background and Role Perceptions 
 
From the analysis of previous chapter, we got a snapshot on social origins of local elected 
politicians and official bureaucrats and whether they belonged to two distinctive social 
classes or not. Accordingly, this section will be concerned with how far the social 
background is related to the role orientation. Although it is very difficult to measure the 
influence of social background on the role perceptions by the categorical data and nominal 
measurement as a whole thus, a factor analysis of multiple correlations has been attempted to 
factor loading and underlying the patterns as well as identify the relational variations by 
demographic variables. In factor analysis, principal components or factors are created that 
identify major clusters of variables. Therefore, in the table 7.4 shows the three different 
clusters of demographic factors from the correlation matrix. However, we did not give any 
specific name when three dimensions emerge from the statistical analysis of the demographic 
data (shown in the table 7.4). We have just categorized the dimensions showing the variations 
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and for measuring the weight. Furthermore, to know the association between social 
background and role perceptions the correlation results have been shown in the table 7.5.     
 
Table 7.4 
Principal Factor Analysis of Social Background (Varimax rotation with Kaiser 
Normalisation) 
 
Social Background 
Factor Loadings 
Demographic 
Factor-1 
35.03% 
Demographic 
Factor-2 
18.26% 
Demographic 
Factor-3 
11.86% 
Age 0.91 - 0.25 - 0.14 
Age Group 0.90 0.24 - 0.12 
Experience 0.89 0.08 - 0.11 
Occupations 0.07 0.67 0.38 
Family Background               - 0.18 0.42 0.42 
Parents Income - 0.48 0.19 - 0.06 
Gender - 0.07             - 0.20 0.88 
Education - 0.08             - 0.78 0.18 
Parents Occupations - 0.15             - 0.69 0.18 
 
The result of correlation matrix shows that most of the variables are more or less either 
positively or negatively significant. Like, age has a significant positive relation with 
following existing rules and regulation by the respondents. This means according to any 
change in age they perceived that following existing rules and regulation is important one for 
political bureaucrats‘ roles and relations.  
 
Consequently, it has significant negative relation with role perception, such as crucial role 
perception; apply particular judgment; following the direction of superior authority; 
following the direction of local elected politicians, and mutual decision making. It reveals 
that any change in age affect negatively on perception of these variables. On the other hand, 
gender has no significant effect on cognitive role perceptions though it is positively 
correlated with only the perception of following the direction of local elected politicians, 
which means female bureaucrats are shown to be obeying the direction of elected politicians 
more than the male bureaucrats. Similarly, education is positively significant with perception 
like crucial role perception, apply particular judgment, follow the direction of local elected 
politicians and negatively significant with following existing rules and regulation, following 
the direction of superior authority. Likewise, occupation is positively significant with 
perception like existing rules and regulation, following the direction of superior authority and 
216 
 
negatively significant with crucial role perception, apply particular judgment, follow the 
direction of local elected politicians, mutual decision making.   
 
Table 7.5 
Correlation between Demographic Variables and Role Perceptions 
  
Variable 1 
 
 
Variable2 
 
 
Variable3 
 
 
 
Variable4 
 
 
Variable5 
 
 
Variable6 
 
 
Variable7 
 
 
Variable8 
 
 
Variable9 
 
 
Age 
 
 
-.0006 
 
-.081 
 
-.006 
 
-.234** 
 
.181* 
 
-.193* 
 
.334** 
 
-.366** 
 
-.300** 
 
Age Group 
 
 
-.024 
 
-.104 
 
-.011 
 
-.215* 
 
.188* 
 
-.174* 
 
.318** 
 
-.347** 
 
-.285** 
 
Gender 
 
 
.127 
 
-.035 
 
.041 
 
.002 
 
-.080 
 
-.147 
 
-.125 
 
.169* 
 
.113 
 
Education 
 
 
-.008 
 
.110 
 
-.072 
 
.444** 
 
-.433** 
 
.346** 
 
-.479** 
 
.535** 
 
.497** 
 
Occupation 
 
 
.141 
 
-.160 
 
.128 
 
-.482** 
 
.497** 
 
-.386** 
 
.540** 
 
-.632** 
 
-.494** 
 
Experience 
 
 
.078 
 
.006 
 
.022 
 
-.073 
 
.101 
 
-.031 
 
.191* 
 
-.149 
 
-.139 
 
Family 
Background 
 
 
-.035 
 
.152 
 
.108 
 
-.181* 
 
.205* 
 
-.212* 
 
.139 
 
-.065 
 
-.066 
 
Parents 
Occupation 
 
 
.048 
 
-.027 
 
-.092 
 
.314** 
 
-.283** 
 
.198* 
 
-.324** 
 
.430** 
 
.468** 
 
Parents 
Yearly  
Income 
 
 
-.043 
 
-.026 
 
.119 
 
.059 
 
.082 
 
-.111 
 
.016 
 
-.002 
 
-.066 
*Significant at the .05 level (2 tailed) 
**Significant at the .01 level (2 tailed) 
  N = 140 
 
*Variable 1= Role Evaluation, *Variable 2= Distinctive Role Perception, *Variable 3= Specific Role 
Perception, *Variable 4= Crucial Role Perception, *Variable 5= Following Existing Rules and Regulation 
*Variable 6= Apply Particular Judgment, *Variable 7= Follow the Direction of Superior Authority *Variable 8= 
Follow the Direction of Local Elected Politicians, *Variable 9= Mutual Decision Making. See also the 
questionnaire (Q-11-15) for details in the appendix 3 of the thesis.   
 
 
Experience has slightly positive significance with following the direction of superior 
authority. Family background positively significant with perception on follow the existing 
rules and regulation and negatively significant with crucial role perception, particular 
judgment. Parents occupation positively correlated with perception like crucial role 
perception, apply particular judgment, follow the direction of local elected politicians and 
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negatively correlated with variables like follow existing rules and regulation and follow the 
direction of superior authority. Parents‘ yearly income has no correlation with role perception 
variables. In sum, the above analysis reveals that there is a correlation between social 
background and role orientation. But how far the social background and role orientation 
influence the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats is a major considerable 
question.  
 
Accordingly, to know the answer of the above questions and to shed the empirical light, a 
direct interview survey has been conducted with the three sets of different semi-structured 
questionnaire to the selected local politicians, bureaucrats and to the general people. The 
questionnaire to the politicians, bureaucrats and to the general people had some identical and 
some different questions. Note that, general people are not directly involved in the governing 
process of the UZP. Nonetheless, they have been included in the sample and interviewed to 
cross-check against the perceptions of local politicians and bureaucrats.  
 
Therefore, the respondents (especially local politicians and bureaucrats those who are 
considered as the main actors and change agent of local government) were asked a similar 
question: for politicians the question was ―How would you rate your relationship with the 
local official bureaucrats?‖ and for local bureaucrats the question was ―How would you rate 
your relationship with the local elected politicians?‖ And they were given the options of: A= 
Very Good; B= Good; C= Fairly Good and D= Poor.
47
 After the statistical procedure, 
relational factor score were generated and we attempted to identify most important factors as 
relationship underpinning variables. We have also identified those variables that are mostly 
correlated as well as set of variables that are uncorrelated and insignificant. The respondent‘ 
data is outlined in the table 7.6 by the correlation with the social background or demographic 
variables of local politicians and bureaucrats to measure the association.  
 
 
 
                                                          
47
 It is therefore, notable here that, before the final interview survey we have pre-tested the questionnaire. 
During the pretest of questionnaire we learned that direct theoretical question on relational model would not 
generate any significant weight as the cognitive orientation of politicians and bureaucrats is not so high and even 
they don‘t have any theoretical idea about politics-bureaucracy relational model. Thus, during the final 
interview survey we changed the question by giving the above 4 options. But we were determined that we would 
categorize empirical data in the following categorical options: Very good= Symbiotic Relation; Good=Mutual 
Relation; Fairly Good=Dichotomous Relation; and Poor = Direct Conflicting, rather using the Likert Scale for 
measuring the relations.       
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Table 7.6 
Correlation between Demographic Variables and Politicians-Bureaucrats Relations  
 
Demographic Variables Politics-Bureaucracy Relations 
 
Age 
 
 
  .121* 
Age Group .102 
Gender -.062 
Education Level  -.207* 
Occupation  .172* 
Experience .001* 
Family Background -.034 
Parents Occupation -.070 
Parents Yearly  Income 
 
*Significant at the .05 level (2 tailed) 
**Significant at the .01 level (2 tailed) 
  N = 140 
 
 .075 
 
 
The results of the empirical data from the table 7.6 show the patterns of relationships by the 
correlation analysis between politicians and bureaucrats relations and the demographic 
variables. Correlation result reveals that four demographic variables are significant among the 
demographic or social background variables of local elected politicians and bureaucrats. The 
first one is age and it is positively significant. That means when age of respondent‘ rise up 
then relation goes to be mutual equally. It implies that more the age, more the relation 
mutual. The second factor reveals negative significant correlation between educational levels 
and Politicians-Bureaucrats Relation, which means with the rising of education level the class 
of relation going down. That means when the education of politicians rise then relation shifts 
from the mutuality towards dichotomy. On the other hand, Occupation and experience has a 
positive significant correlation with Politicians and Bureaucrats Relation. Similarly, politics-
bureaucracy relations depend on role perceptions which exhibited in the table 7.7.    
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Table 7.7 
 
Correlation between Role Perception and Politicians-Bureaucrats Relations  
 
Role Perception Variables         Politicians-Bureaucrats Relation 
 
 
Role Perception 
 
 
       .214* 
Distinct Role Perception 
 
   -.105 
Specific Role Perception 
 
    -.098 
Crucial Role Perception  
 
        -.249** 
Particular Areas of Role Perception 
 
 
Following Existing Rules and Regulation 
 
   .081 
Apply Particular Judgment 
 
  -.148 
Follow the Direction of Superior Authority 
 
      .218** 
Follow the Direction of Local Elected Politicians 
 
    -.303** 
Mutual Decision Making 
 
*Significant at the .05 level (2 tailed) 
**Significant at the .01 level (2 tailed) 
  N = 140 
 
    -.302** 
 
 
Here, the table 7.7 shows the correlation analysis between Politicians-Bureaucrats Relation 
and Role Perception Variables. It reveals negative significant correlation between crucial role 
perception, following the direction of local elected politicians, and interestingly mutual 
decision making with Politicians-Bureaucrats Relation, which means with the rising of one of 
the indicator variables the class of relation will fall down. In contrast, a positive significant 
correlation found with role evaluation and following the direction of superior authority. 
 
7.3. Self-Image and Mutual Interaction and Politics-Bureaucracy Relations 
 
As we mentioned in the previous chapter that relations between local elected politicians and 
bureaucrats overly depends on their self-image and mutual attitude. Therefore, it is a very 
important question – how do they perceive themselves as well as each other? In this context, 
lots of questions can be asked to them to know their perception towards each other. In this 
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research, the contact patterns, the politicians‘ orientation and perception towards bureaucrats 
and bureaucrats‘ orientation and perception towards local elected politicians as well as their 
behavioral patterns and mutual attitude to solution of a particular problem and adherence to 
rules and regulation has been examined empirically to identify the prototype of relationships. 
It is clearly noticeable that local politicians and bureaucrats are considered themselves as 
separate actors to their role perception although they hold the feeling of overlapping mind to 
be involved in all the activities of the local government that we observed from the previous 
discussion. This kind of ―double decker mind‖ can be termed as ―puzzling perception‖ and it 
improvise ―agitational-interventionist conception‖ (Kothari and Roy, 1969:89) between the 
political and administrative functionaries. In the section of role orientation, we have 
discussed the cognitive role orientation of the two actors and how they perceive their role 
occupying a particular position. In this section, we will deal with the behavioral aspect of 
local elected politicians and bureaucrats as we are exploring the dimensions of relationship 
between them. Thus, we especially emphasized on their images and contact patterns along 
with their mutual perception in governance, as we have constructed theoretical proposition 
that, if shared and mutual attitude prevails with high level of self-image between the local 
elected politicians and the appointed official bureaucrats then it enhances the level of local 
governance and development. Alternatively, conflict or fragmentation with distorted self-
image between local elected politicians and appointed official bureaucrats reduces the level 
of local governance and development. 
 
7.3.1 Images and Outlooks 
Images and outlooks towards one another epitomize not only the upshot of appraisal a person 
makes of another but also affect his orientation towards the objective of his evaluation and 
sometimes images and outlooks towards one another reflect in their behavior to each other. 
And it also influences the relation between politicians and bureaucrats. During the interview, 
we were not only interested to explore the self-images of both the actors but also their counter 
images that have had one another.  Thus, to explore the images and outlooks to one another, 
we included the attributive questions on impartiality, transparency, rigidity, superiority, 
personal image and interest, people‘s interest and efficiency in administrative procedure both 
in the case of politician and bureaucrats. Therefore, the first question was related to the image 
of bureaucracy and that was ―The civil service is commonly considered as an institution with 
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neutral competence from political influence. What do you think about the bureaucracy of 
Bangladesh? The options were given of: A=Politically Neutral; B=Mixture of Competent and 
Incompetent; C=Politically Involve and Responsiveness; D= All of the above. The 
respondents‘ perception is outlined in the table 7.8.  
 
Table 7.8 
Respondents Opinions on Image of Bureaucracy 
 
 
Image Options 
Image of Bureaucracy 
Politicians’ Views Bureaucrats’ Views General Peoples’ 
Views 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Politically Neutral 4 5.7 22 31.4 25 17.9 
Mixture of Competent 
and Incompetent 
18 25.7 6 8.6 7 5.0 
Politically Involve and 
Responsiveness 
15 21.4 6 8.6 34 24.3 
All of the Above 33 47.1 36 51.4 74 52.9 
Total 70 100.0 70 100.0 140 100.0 
Source: Field Survey 
 
Empirical data from the table 7.8 demonstrates that only 4 (5.7%) local elected politicians 
hold that bureaucrats are politically neutral while 22 (31.4%) bureaucrats and 25 (17.9%) 
general people provided data in favour of this option respectively. On the other hand, 33 
(47.1%) politicians, 36 (51.4%) bureaucrats, and 74 (52.9%) general people provided the 
answer in favour of ―all of the above‖ option respectively. That means bureaucrats in 
Bangladesh are not in their ideal position considering the political neutrality, and bureaucracy 
has lost its glorious image that was in the past and they are suffering from the crisis of ―ideal-
type‖ of image according to the views of politicians, general peoples and to some extent in 
their own perceptions, although it is copiously clear from the data that bureaucrats‘ 
perceptions on neutrality and self-image sharply difference from that local politicians and 
general people hold about them. Thus, to know the perceptions on hierarchical status between 
them the further question that was asked to them was ―You know there are two actors; 
politicians and bureaucrats equally involve in governance. As an entity they are not equal. Of 
course one of them is superior. In your general consideration who is superior and why? The 
answer option of this question was open to the respondents of politicians, bureaucrats and 
general peoples. The empirical field data is presented in the figure 7.5.   
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Figure 7.5 
Respondents’ Opinions on Superiority (N=280) 
 
Source: Field Survey 
 
The figure 7.5 shows that according to the opinions of sample respondents, politicians are 
superior to bureaucrats in their commanding positions. Among 280 respondents, 211 
respondents provided the answer supporting the politicians as superior. Particularly, 61 
politicians, 53 bureaucrats and 97 general peoples hold that politicians are superior to their 
general consideration among 70 sample politicians, 70 bureaucrats and 140 general peoples. 
On the other hand, total 38 respondents consider that bureaucrats are superior, and 31 
respondents were refrained from providing any comments to the question. However, why 
politicians or bureaucrats are considered as superior? What are the reasons behind? To this 
question the sample respondents provided the following observations and reasons which are 
presented in the table 7.9. As the answer option was open thus respondents provided their 
perceptions in multi response category.  During the data management process, we have 
categories the scattered data into the following ten categories manually. Data from the table 
7.9 demonstrates that total 132 respondents provided the reason that politicians are superior 
in comparison to bureaucrats because of their representative character. It means as the 
politicians are directly elected by the people therefore, they are superior. Remarkable thing is 
that, there is a significant area of agreement among the respondent in this context where 34 
politicians, 42 bureaucrats and 56 general peoples provided same reasons. Similarly, 12 
politicians, 11 bureaucrats and 16 general peoples think that ―as government is composed by 
the elected politicians either in local or central levels‖ thus politicians are superior. Others 
options are insignificant in considering the number. Nonetheless, it is important in the sense 
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that politicians diverse sharply in their superiority evaluation from that of bureaucrats. But 
politicians‘ evaluations are to some extent similar to general peoples. For example, 10 
politicians and 9 general people hold that ―As politicians hold overall responsibility of 
decisions‖ therefore, they are superior. On the other hand, the bureaucrats and the general 
peoples those who hold that bureaucrats are superior in the administrative hierarchy, they 
have considered the bureaucratic permanent position in administration, education, and 
tendency to conform rules and regulations in governance. In contrast, overall, 31 respondents 
are given no explanation why they consider either politicians or bureaucrats as superior.    
 
Table 7.9 
The Reasons why politicians or bureaucrats are superior (Identified by the respondents) 
Respondent Opinions Respondent Category  
(N=280) 
Total 
Politicians Bureaucrats General People 
As politicians are elected 
representatives 
34 42 56 132 
As government is composed by the 
elected politicians      
12 11 16 39 
As politicians can use political power  - - 12 12 
As politicians hold overall 
responsibility of decisions  
10 - 9 19 
As politicians can use bureaucrats in 
their political interest and bureaucrats 
are controlled by the politics  
5 - 4 9 
As bureaucrats are permanent 
mechanism of state apparatus and they 
know how to work  
1 1 6 8 
As bureaucrats have no interest to be 
elected 
- 2 2 4 
As bureaucrats  have tendency to 
conform the rules and regulation in 
governance 
- 3 8 11 
 As bureaucrats  are  more educated 
and  aware with administrative 
procedures, rules and regulations 
2 2 11 15 
No Explanation 6 9 16 31 
Total  70 70 140 280 
Source: Field Survey 
 
Do these perceptions of politicians and bureaucrats reflect in their interaction in action? It‘s a 
million dollar question as we witnessed from the previous analysis that, although the 
structural model emphasizes hierarchical subordination of relationship between political and 
bureaucratic elements but it does not mean that the bureaucracy ultimately remains 
subservient to politics (Bijorkman, 1979). Thus, it is, therefore, necessary to consider their 
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behavioural aspects to specify the self-image and counter image between them to identify the 
real dimensions of the relationships which explored in the subsequent analysis.      
 
7.3.2 Politicians’ Perceptions to Politicians 
As we indicate in the earlier discussion that, if the rural change agents are hold the high level 
of self-images and outlooks between them with mutual attitude then local governance and 
development expedite more explicitly when that certain conditions are met in their 
relationships. Thus, the perception of each other is very much important to explore. Here we 
have reported the field data showing the self and mutual perceptions of the respondent‘s 
politicians, bureaucrats and general people separately to verify the perceptions of each 
category of respondents.
48
 Let us first examine the politicians‘ perceptions to politicians 
which we may call ―self-image‖ of politicians identified by the politician‘s. To examine the 
self-image of politicians the following question was asked: Following are some statements 
about politicians and bureaucrats. How far do you agree or disagree with the statements listed 
below? The responses of respondents‘ politicians are presented in the table 7.10. However, in 
this section, we have focused on the statement or viewpoints which reflect the self-image of 
politicians and others statement and viewpoints are examined in comparative perspective 
between politicians and bureaucrats‘ outlook and counter images. In this regard, the first 
instrumental focus was on administrative rules, regulations and procedures. It is abundantly 
clear from the empirical data that politicians are not much better acquainted with 
administrative procedures, rules and regulations and they have tendency to disregard to 
conform the rules and regulation in governance, where 38 (more than fifty percent of local 
politicians agree) and 12 (more than seventeen percent partially agree) with the statement by 
themselves. Likewise, they also agree that, as a politician they cannot act in a decisive 
manner because of various conflicting pressure on them. The number of agreement to this 
statement is 42 and it is almost sixty percent. Similarly, most of the politicians 49(70%) are 
disagreed that they work only in their self-interest. Rather they argued that they always care 
for the people‘s welfare not the interest of themselves. Furthermore, local elected politicians 
also argued that the door of their office is always open for all and they emphasize the 
people‘s need for most, although they are unable to solve all the problems of the local 
                                                          
48
 Note that, we have included 14 items of viewpoints to examine the self and counter images of both politicians 
and bureaucrats, and the same questions were presented to the general people to know their perceptions to 
politics and bureaucracy. However, we have presented the numerical data in number, not in percentage, as the 
sample size was small and it was only 280.     
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peoples, as their power is very limited and they are not belonged to the higher strata of the 
political elite composition.        
Table 7.10 
Politicians Perceptions to Politicians (by Number=70) 
Viewpoints  of Perceptions 
49
 Agree Partially 
Agree 
Disagree 
Politicians are not well acquainted with administrative 
procedures, rules and regulations 
38 12 20 
Politicians have tendency to disregard to conform the 
rules and regulation in governance  
21 27 22 
Politicians cannot act in a decisive manner because of 
various conflicting pressure on them 
42 9 19 
Politicians do not trust Bureaucrats 32 16 22 
Politicians are generally cooperative with Bureaucrats 34 11 25 
Politicians do not appreciate the viewpoints and the 
difficulties of Bureaucrats 
45 9 16 
Politicians are hostile to Bureaucrats 13 19 38 
Politicians do nothing but create problem for the 
Bureaucrats 
9 11 40 
Politicians are corrupt 10 25 35 
Politicians care for people‘s welfare 45 15 10 
Politicians work only in their self-interest 8 13 49 
Politicians are more transparent than Bureaucrats 51 9 10 
Politicians entertain the people‘s complain most 58 5 7 
Politicians help in making government policies realistic  35 15 20 
Source: Field Survey 
 
 
On the other hand, very limited number of local politicians 10 (14.28%) agree that they are 
corrupt. Although 25 (35.71%) politicians partially agree that they are corrupt and 35 (50%) 
disregard the statement in the sense of political corruption providing the disagreement with 
the statement. Thus, only the analysis of politician‘s perceptions to politicians does not reflect 
the full image of what politics is all about. It is therefore, necessary to examine the image of 
bureaucrats that perceived by the local elected politicians as their counterpart actor to ground 
the field of comparative analysis of their self and counter image vis-à-vis local elected 
politicians and official bureaucrats.     
 
7.3.3 Politicians’ Perceptions to Bureaucrats 
                                                          
49
 Some of these viewpoints have been borrowed from Mitra (2010); Kothari and Roy (1969), and some are 
conceived by the researcher. 
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In spite of the tremendous volume of research on politic-administration relationship in the 
last three decades, the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats is a continuous puzzle 
in politics and administration and indeed, it carries significant implications in governance 
(Demir, 2009).  Thus, exploring the attitudes of elected politicians to official bureaucrats is 
considered to be the building blocks of the relationship between local elected politicians and 
appointed professional bureaucrats (Nalbandin, 2004). In the previous section, we have 
discussed the perceptions of politicians‘ to politicians. In this section, we have delineated the 
discussion on politicians‘ perceptions to bureaucrats. Why the perception of political leader 
to bureaucrats is important? Because bureaucrats are agents of politicians and they are guided 
by the politicians as Weber (1947:314) said ―He is subject to strict and systematic discipline 
and control in the conduct of the office.‖  
 
Therefore, some popular perceptions or viewpoints were presented before the local elected 
politicians to provide their opinion which are presented in the table 7.11. The empirical data 
from the table 7.11 shows that 36 (51.42%) local politicians agree and 19 (27.14%) partially 
agree that bureaucrats are well acquainted with administrative procedures, rules and 
regulations. However, how far they have tendency to conform the rules and regulation in 
governance in this statement local politicians are little bit confused though 18 (25.71%) were 
agreed and 24 (34.28%) politicians were partially agree with the statement while 28 (40%) 
directly disagreed. But politicians were straightforward in providing the answer that 
bureaucrats are very rigid in their attitude and they do not listen to the advice of others. Thus 
the data on item three shows that 39 (55.71%), 15 (21.42%) and 16 (22.85%) local politicians 
were agree, partially agree and disagree respectively. The perception of politicians to 
bureaucrats reveals that though the bureaucrats are much more familiar with official rules and 
regulations but they do not conform always these rules and regulations to their dealings of 
business. Moreover, local politicians complained that local bureaucrats take part in local 
politics in most of the cases of development policy and programme as a counterpart of the 
politicians.  
Table 7.11 
Politicians Perceptions to Bureaucrats (by Number=70) 
Viewpoints of Perceptions 
50
 Agree Partially Disagree 
                                                          
50
 Some of these viewpoints have been borrowed from Mitra (2010); Kothari and Roy (1969), and some are 
conceived by the researcher. 
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Agree 
Bureaucrats  are  well acquainted with 
administrative procedures, rules and regulations 
36 19 15 
Bureaucrats  have tendency to conform the rules 
and regulation in governance  
18 24 28 
Bureaucrats are very rigid in their attitude and 
they do not listen to the advice of others 
39 15 16 
Bureaucrats distrust Politicians 36 10 24 
Bureaucrats take part in local politics 45 5 20 
Bureaucrats do not appreciate the viewpoints and 
the difficulties of local Politicians 
37 12 21 
Bureaucrats are inefficient 31 15 24 
Bureaucrats work in the interest of ruling class 50 9 11 
Bureaucrats  are corrupt 25 16 29 
Bureaucrats care for people‘s welfare 14 19 37 
Bureaucrats work only in their self-interest 25 10 35 
Bureaucrats are more transparent than Politicians 7 15 48 
Bureaucrats entertain the people‘s complain most 18 12 40 
Bureaucrats have a tendency to expand the 
departments and increase procedures instead of 
solving concrete problems 
47 10 13 
Source: Field Survey 
 
The overall perceptions of politicians to bureaucrats that posed to us are – bureaucrats are in 
general corrupt, inefficient, not peoples‘ friendly, work for only in their self-interest and to 
serve the interest of central politicians and ruling class. Most importantly, according to the 
perception of politicians, the major image of bureaucrats that expose to us is bureaucrats have 
tendency to keep the problem alive rather to solve the problem concretely that arise in the 
process of governance until it is fulfill the keen interest of them.  It is therefore, evident from 
the perceptions of politicians to bureaucrats that bureaucrats‘ behaviors are always guided by 
their superior administrative authority. In this milieu, we should look for the bureaucratic 
perception to themselves as well as to the politicians for more concrete evidence.  
 
7.3.4 Bureaucrats’ Perceptions to Bureaucrats 
From the previous two sections, observed the politicians‘ perceptions to themselves as well as 
to the bureaucrats and we got a handful of self-image and outlook what the politicians 
perceive.  This section deals with the self-images and outlooks of bureaucrats as well as the 
outlooks towards the politicians that projected by the local official bureaucrats. To explore 
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the perceptions of bureaucrats similar set of question was asked to the local bureaucrats. The 
findings of normative evaluation of bureaucrats to themselves are presented in the table 7.12.  
 
Table 7.12 
Bureaucrats Perceptions to Bureaucrats (by Number=70) 
 
Viewpoints of Perceptions 
51
 Agree Partially 
Agree 
Disagree 
Bureaucrats  are  well acquainted with 
administrative procedures, rules and regulations 
56 11 3 
Bureaucrats  have tendency to conform the rules 
and regulation in governance  
44 13 13 
Bureaucrats are very rigid in their attitude and 
they do not listen to the advice of others 
9 16 45 
Bureaucrats distrust Politicians 15 16 39 
Bureaucrats take part in local politics 12 17 41 
Bureaucrats do not appreciate the viewpoints and 
the difficulties of local Politicians 
7 15 48 
Bureaucrats are inefficient 12 18 40 
Bureaucrats work in the interest of ruling class 6 8 56 
Bureaucrats  are corrupt 12 11 57 
Bureaucrats care for people‘s welfare 52 3 15 
Bureaucrats work only in their self-interest 6 16 48 
Bureaucrats are more transparent than Politicians 57 6 7 
Bureaucrats entertain the people‘s complain most 49 7 14 
Bureaucrats have a tendency to expand the 
departments and increase procedures instead of 
solving concrete problems 
8 20 40 
 
Source: Field Survey 
 
The data from the table shows that bureaucrats have a tendency to evaluate themselves in 
much more favourable light than the local politicians. For example, data shows that 56 (80%) 
bureaucrats hold that they are well accustomed with administrative procedures, rules and 
regulations and 44(62.85%) bureaucrats agree with the statement that they have tendency to 
conform the rules and regulation in governance. On the other hand, only 9 (12.85%) agree, 
16(22.85%) partially agree and 45 (64.28%) bureaucrats disagree with the statement that 
bureaucrats are very rigid in their attitude and they do not listen to the advice of others. 
Similarly, near about sixty percent of bureaucrats disagreed that they take part in local 
                                                          
51
 Some of these viewpoints have been borrowed from Mitra (2010) and Kothari and Roy (1969) and some are 
conceived by the researcher. 
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politics while others are agreed and partially agreed with the statement. Equally, 40 (57.14%) 
bureaucrats respectively disregard that they are inefficient and they have a tendency to 
expand the departments and increase procedures instead of solving concrete problems. 
Overall, bureaucrats are persuaded to rate themselves in a much more favourable light. They 
do not fully admit that that they are corrupt, inefficient and work in the interest of ruling 
class. Rather, they think that they always care for people‘s welfare instead of their self-
interest and personal benefit. Thus, the perceptions of bureaucrat are to themselves diverse 
sharply from the images of bureaucracy that identified by the politicians. Therefore, it is 
important to discuss the images and outlooks of politicians that perceived by the bureaucrats 
as counterpart of politicians.   
 
7.3.5 Bureaucrats’ Perceptions to Politicians 
According to the perceptions of politicians‘ to bureaucrats, it is exposed that bureaucrats are 
more guided by their administrative mechanisms and to some extent it is evident that 
bureaucrats are merely confined by the ―bureaucratic Redtapism‖. It is therefore, necessary to 
explore – do the bureaucrats also conjure up equally the same view about local elected 
politicians? Thus, to know the perceptions of bureaucrats towards the local politicians the 
following statements presented before the bureaucrats to convey their opinion on the 
statements. The bureaucrats‘ perceptions and outlooks are presented in the table 7.13. The 
empirical data from the table demonstrates the images and outlooks of politicians that 
perceived by the counterpart bureaucrats. Most of the bureaucrats are agree that political 
leaders have little knowledge and regard for administrative rules, regulations and procedures 
and 36 (51.42%) and 13 (18.57) bureaucrats respectively agree and partially agree that local 
Politicians have tendency to disregard to conform the rules and regulation in governance 
while 21 (30%) disagree with the statement. Likewise, bureaucrats express their opinion that 
local elected politicians do not try to understand the difficulties of bureaucrats and they just 
order to do any particular thing without realizing the real fact. 
 
Table 7.13 
Bureaucrats Perceptions to Politicians (by Number=70) 
 
Viewpoints  of Perceptions  Agree Partially 
Agree 
Disagree 
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Politicians are not well acquainted with 
administrative procedures, rules and regulations 
42 18 10 
Politicians have tendency to disregard to conform 
the rules and regulation in governance  
36 13 21 
Politicians cannot act in a decisive manner because 
of various conflicting pressure on them 
30 21 19 
Politicians do not trust Bureaucrats 28 17 25 
Politicians are generally cooperative with 
Bureaucrats 
15 25 30 
Politicians do not appreciate the viewpoints and the 
difficulties of Bureaucrats 
47 13 10 
Politicians are hostile to Bureaucrats 18 24 28 
Politicians do nothing but create problem for the 
Bureaucrats 
24 19 27 
Politicians are corrupt 17 27 26 
Politicians care for people‘s welfare 15 17 38 
Politicians work only in their self-interest 19 12 39 
Politicians are more transparent than Bureaucrats 5 10 55 
Politicians entertain the people‘s complain most 15 25 30 
Politicians help in making government policies 
realistic  
16 18 36 
 
Source: Field Survey 
 
This perception is confirmed by the fact that only 16 (22.85%) bureaucrats agree that 
politicians help in making government policies realistic whereas 36 (51.42%) bureaucrats 
disagree. It is likely evident the opposite view of politicians that perceived by the politicians 
to themselves. Interestingly, both politicians and bureaucrats are agreeing with the statement 
that politicians cannot act in a decisive manner because of various conflicting pressure on 
them. On the other hand, most of the bureaucrats disregard that politician‘s work in a 
transparent manner. Rather they create the problems for the bureaucrats to perform their 
governance functions in accurate manner. Overall, bureaucrat‘s perceptions and images 
towards politicians are not so high and impressive although they agreed that, it is not possible 
to discard the politicians from the process of local governance as they are elected 
representatives of the people. So, it is much better to explore the general people‘s perceptions 
to the images and outlooks of local elected politicians and bureaucrats to make the ground for 
three dimensional comparative analyses on the basis of empirical data from the each 
categories of sample.  
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7.3.6 General Peoples’ Perceptions to Politicians and Bureaucrats 
In the previous two sections, we have examined the self-images and outlooks of both 
politicians and bureaucrats to each other. We also find abundant variation in the distribution 
of each other images and outlooks in many items that we presented before them. It is, 
therefore, of interest to examine the images and outlooks of local politicians and bureaucrats 
that perceived by the general peoples as they are the prime stakeholders or beneficiaries by 
both of the local politicians and the bureaucrats. Furthermore, it is also necessary to explore 
the views of general people‘s to draw the line of conclusion on the three dimensional 
comparison. Thus, the same question was asked to the general people to verify the self-
images and outlooks of politicians and bureaucrats. The general people‘s responses are 
outlined in the table 7.14. The empirical data shows that in the first item of viewpoints 
general people favour the bureaucrats than politicians and they admit that bureaucrats are 
more aware with administrative rules, regulations and procedures than politicians. Yet, haw 
far they have tendency to disregard to conform the rules and regulation in governance in this 
question 69 (49.28%) general peoples agree that local politicians have tendency to disregard 
to conform the rules and regulations and 55 (39.28%) partially agree with the statement and 
only 16 (11.42%) were disagree. In contrast, to the bureaucrats this proportions were 
47(33.57%), 52 (37.14%) and 29 (20.71%) respectively. That means to the application of 
rules and regulations bureaucratic image is little bit higher than politicians to the general 
people.  Similarly, most of the local people admit that politicians are always in 
multidimensional pressure and thus they cannot act in a decisive manner. Nonetheless, 
general people argued that politicians help in making government policies realistic because 
they are the real agents of the general people and they know the problems of the local people. 
General people express their views that both politicians and bureaucrats are worked for their 
self-interest but bureaucrats are more self-interested than politicians. Because bureaucrats are 
not come to the local people for vote and they are not accountable to them whereas politicians 
are come to the people for vote and thus they should think little bit about the welfare of the 
general people. But the general people think that both are corrupt and bureaucrats are more 
corrupt than politicians in their view.     
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Table 7.14 
General People’s Perceptions to Politicians and Bureaucrats (by Number=140) 
 
Viewpoints  of Perceptions to 
Politicians 
Agree Partially 
Agree 
Disagree Viewpoints of Perceptions to 
Bureaucrats 
Agree Partially 
Agree 
Disagree 
Politicians are not well acquainted with 
administrative procedures, rules and 
regulations 
75 13 52 Bureaucrats  are  well acquainted with 
administrative procedures, rules and 
regulations 
82 25 33 
Politicians have tendency to disregard to 
conform the rules and regulation in 
governance  
69 55 16 Bureaucrats  have tendency to conform 
the rules and regulation in governance  
47 52 29 
Politicians cannot act in a decisive 
manner because of various conflicting 
pressure on them 
87 18 35 Bureaucrats are very rigid in their 
attitude and they do not listen to the 
advice of others 
57 41 42 
Politicians do not trust Bureaucrats 25 58 57 Bureaucrats distrust Politicians 37 71 32 
Politicians are generally cooperative 
with Bureaucrats 
39 47 54 Bureaucrats take part in local politics 86 48 6 
Politicians do not appreciate the 
viewpoints and the difficulties of 
Bureaucrats 
45 75 20 Bureaucrats do not appreciate the 
viewpoints and the difficulties  of local 
Politicians 
65 52 23 
Politicians are hostile to Bureaucrats 27 53 60 Bureaucrats are inefficient 28 63 49 
Politicians do nothing but create problem 
for the Bureaucrats 
26 39 75 Bureaucrats work in the interest of 
ruling class 
95 25 20 
Politicians are corrupt 89 35 16 Bureaucrats  are corrupt 92 31 17 
Politicians care for people‘s welfare 35 77 28 Bureaucrats care for people‘s welfare 27 38 75 
Politicians work only in their self-
interest 
29 48 63 Bureaucrats work only in their self-
interest 
75 26 19 
Politicians are more transparent than 
Bureaucrats 
41 63 36 Bureaucrats are more transparent than 
Politicians 
46 71 23 
Politicians entertain the people‘s 
complain most 
124 12 4 Bureaucrats entertain the people‘s 
complain most 
14 6 120 
Politicians help in making government 
policies realistic  
85 21 34 Bureaucrats have a tendency to expand 
the departments and increase procedures 
instead of solving concrete problems 
77 25 38 
 
Source: Field Survey 
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7.3.7 Three Dimensional Comparisons of Images and Outlooks 
In this section of the thesis, we endeavor to develop a three dimensional comparison of the 
images and outlooks of politicians and bureaucrats on the basis of the previous discussion that 
we have already appeared and portrayed from the viewpoints of three categories of sample 
respondents. Thus, we can now pull together various perceptions, images and outlook in a 
meaningful pattern of comparison underlining them into the following attributive categories: 
rules and regulations, impartiality, superiority, competency, rigidity, self-interest, corruption, 
transparency, people‘s interest and mutual trust. In the context of administrative rules, 
regulations and procedures, normatively bureaucrats are tend to evaluate themselves in much 
more favourable light than the local elected politicians.  
 
Interestingly, politicians themselves also admit their deficiencies in administrative rules and 
regulations. General peoples also think alike and in the similar fashion of politicians and 
bureaucrats. However, difference occurs in the application and conformation of these rules and 
regulation in practice. Then bureaucrats as well as general people are endowed with them 
(bureaucrats) in similar favourable light ―as sticklers of rules‖ in governance but the politicians 
are not. Then the consideration arises on impartiality of bureaucracy. In this case, only 5.7% 
politicians, 31.4% bureaucrats and 17.9% general people respectively think that bureaucrats are 
impartial and politically neutral. But the empirical data shows that 45 (64.28%) politicians, 12 
(17.14%) bureaucrats and 86 (61.42%) general people agree that bureaucrats take part in local 
politics. That means bureaucracy has tendency to disagree that they take part in local politics. 
However, there is a small but significant area of agreement irrespective of the categories of the 
respondent and that is all of the respondents consider elected politicians are superior in the 
administrative hierarchy as they are elected representatives of the people.  
 
On the other hand, to evaluation of the self-image and counter image of the two actors in the 
context of competency, bureaucrats consider them as competent, as only 12 (17.14%) 
bureaucrats agree with the statement that ―bureaucrats are inefficient‖ while 31 (44.28%) and 
15(21.42%) politicians and 28(20%) and 63(45%) general people respectively agree and partially 
agree with the statement. Similarly, most of the local elected politicians and general people think 
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that bureaucrats are very rigid in their attitude and they do not listen to the advice of others while 
most of the bureaucrats are disagreed with those views of politicians and general peoples. In this 
regard, politicians and bureaucrats express their diverse and opposite views that politician‘ vis-à-
vis bureaucrats do not appreciate the viewpoints and the difficulties of each other. In this respect, 
general people‘s view is like that both are correct as most of the general peoples are either agreed 
or partially agreed with two statements. There is, however, important to note one higher educated 
respondent general people‘s observation here:  
 
You may think politicians and bureaucrats like oil and water. They work together but never mixed with one another. 
They always appeared to be a complaining actor against each other. This is why politicians do not appreciate the 
viewpoints and the difficulties of bureaucrats and bureaucrats disregard the viewpoints and the difficulties of local 
politicians. However, you can mix them properly if you are an efficient cooker. But it is always difficult in the 
context of conflicting interest driven society.        
 
In the context of self-interest, both the politicians and bureaucrats (more than 70%) deny that 
they work only in their self-interest and to serve the interest of the ruling class. Rather both of 
them argue that they work for the welfare of the general people and to serve the nation. In this 
respect, one respondent politician‘s perception is remarkable here:  
 
I would not disagree that as a politician we are apathy from our self-interest. But it is never been overlooking and 
disregarding the interest of the people those who are our master. As a politician, I know that I will have to go back to 
the people again and I will have to clarify my achievement and service what I have provided to my people during 
my tenure and they will judge me during the election. But the bureaucrats never think alike us because they are not 
elected and they do not have any headache whether peoples‘ interest are fulfilled or not. They will remain in their 
position either here or anywhere. Now as an academician you should measure who think about self-interest most.          
 
 
However, the perceptions of general people on measuring the self-interest of politicians and 
bureaucrats exposed from the empirical data that bureaucrats are more self-interest maximizer 
than elected politicians (see the data in table 7.14). In this respect, during the interview I 
personally (beyond the question) asked to the several general people why they think that 
bureaucrats are more self-interested than politicians. The respondents replied similar to the 
politicians as noted above.  Nevertheless, it is important to mention here one respondent opinion 
of Savar Upazila who was a retired school teacher:   
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I myself was a government service holder. I retired from my job near about one year. Since my retirement, I was 
loitering to every office related to my department to get my pension and service benefit. But I was unable to non-
cooperation of the government officers of our department. I would not say why……Lastly, I went to a political 
leader who was elected from my constituency and without any interest he helped me and I got my pension and 
others benefits accurately. This is why I think sometimes politicians work without self-interest.  
 
On the other hand, in the question of corruption, local elected politicians believe that bureaucrats 
are more corrupt than that of politicians. In contrast, bureaucrats hold that they are not corrupt 
while 57 (81.42%) bureaucrats disagree that they are corrupt. Rather, they believe that politicians 
are more corrupt than bureaucrats. Notable that, none of them totally discarded the idea of 
corruption but the dominant tendency was to pass the blame to each other. However, general 
people believe that both are corrupt and more than sixty five percent general people agree with 
the statement. But according to the perception of general people bureaucrats are more corrupt 
than politicians. In this respect, one respondent comments that ―The official bureaucrats are 
guided by the principle that is how to exploit the general people and extract money from them 
without giving proper service as a servant of the people.‖  
 
Overall, it is outward from the data that the perception of bureaucrats‘ self-image diverges 
sharply from the image politicians hold about them and vis-à-vis. The similar tendency is 
observable in the context of transparency. Most of the bureaucrats think that politicians do 
nothing but create unnecessary problem for bureaucrats, and bureaucrats are more transparent 
than politicians. On the other hand, local politicians believe that they are more transparent than 
bureaucrats. However, general people think that bureaucrats are little bit more transparent than 
politicians as they are to maintain two bosses; elected politicians and their administrative 
hierarches. Thus, they cannot do whatever they want.  Likewise, most of the local elected 
politicians believe that they emphasize people‘s interest and entertain their complain most, than 
the official bureaucrats as bureaucrats have a tendency to expand the departments and increase 
procedures instead of solving concrete problems. On the contrary, bureaucrats do not admit with 
this statement. Rather they think that bureaucracy has goodwill of concrete problem solving as 
they are technically trained, and bureaucrats believe that they entertain people complain most, 
not the politicians. Yet, general people believe that bureaucrats always think about themselves 
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and their interest, not the interest of the people as only 14 (10%) general people agree with the 
statement that bureaucrats entertain the people‘s complain most. Rather, politicians entertain the 
people‘s complain most while 124 (88.57%) general people agree with the statement. In this 
respect, one poor and illiterate woman respondent‘s remark is notable here that I noted down 
during the interview to the general people. To quote the woman:  
 
I am approximately seventy years old and widow woman. I have one son who is married and living in Dhaka city 
and lives off rickshaw pulling there. He doesn‘t look after me. I don‘t have any income. But I have a VGF 
(venerable group feeding) card and I get some rice every month. Thus I used to come to Upazila Parishad every 
month with one of my grandson as it is not so far from my village. Three months ago while the officer was 
distributing rice, he gave me 5 kg less. When my grandson told me this, then I was very angry and asked them why 
you gave me 5kg less? But they did not reply, rather said don‘t shout and go home. Then someone (I cannot recall 
the name) said to me go to ―Boro Sir‖ (main bureaucrat) and make complain. According, I went to him with my 
grandson but I was not able to enter to the office of ―Boro Sir‖ after trying two days. Then I went to Upazila 
Chairman and I saw his office is open for all and thus many people were there. I said to them I want to meet with 
chairman and someone helped me and I met with chairman. I told him about my incident. Then he managed 
everything and said you would come to me without going there. Since then in every month now I go to him directly 
without any hindrance which I did not get from ―Boro Sir‖ (UNO).              
 
The above statement of a respondent reveals that the access of mass people to the bureaucrats is 
not always easy. On the other hand, how far politicians and bureaucrats are hostile or is there any 
distrust between them? To this question, the images and outlooks that portrait  to us from the 
empirical data  is, there is a significant level of distrust between them and in most of the cases 
they think each other as hostile in the pursuance of governance and disposal of business. It is, 
therefore, necessary to examine the contact pattern and mutual interaction between them more 
exclusively to explore the real prototype of relations between them.  
 
 
7.3.8 Contact Pattern and Mutual Interaction 
 
This section examines the ways of contact pattern and mutual interaction between local elected 
politicians and bureaucrats. Aberbach et al (1981:209) show that developmental programmes are 
affected and to some extent difficult, if the distinctive pattern of contact found between 
politicians and bureaucrats and ―Theoretically, at least, one important difference between 
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bureaucrats and politicians concerns whom they meet and how often.‖ Thus, we asked a set of 
question to examine the contact pattern and mutual interaction between local elected politicians 
and bureaucrats. The findings reported in the tables 7.15 and 7.16 respectively. The first two 
questions were related to normative evaluation of interpersonal consultation between politicians 
and bureaucrats in local decision making and their mutual involvement in governance.  
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Table 7.15 
Importance of Contact and Mutual Interaction between Politicians and Bureaucrats (by number and percent) 
 
Table 7.16 
Contact Pattern and Mutual Interaction between Politicians and Bureaucrats (by number and percent) 
Source: Field Survey 
 
Variables 
Politicians’ Perceptions (N-70) Bureaucrats’ Perceptions (N-70) 
 
Total 
N=140 
Very 
Important 
Important Somewhat 
Important 
Not so 
Importan
t 
Very 
Important 
Important Somewhat 
Important 
Not so 
Importan
t 
Importance of Consultation to 
each other 
34 
(48.6%) 
33 
(47.1%) 
2 
(2.9%) 
1 
(1.4%) 
18 
(25.7%) 
46 
(65.7%) 
6 
(8.6%) 
- 70 
(100%) 
 Strongly 
Support 
Support Partially 
Support 
Don't 
Support 
Strongly 
Support 
Support Partially 
Support 
Don't 
Support 
 
Both should have 
involvement in the daily 
business of governance 
29 
(41.4%) 
38 
(54.3%) 
2 
(2.9%) 
1 
(1.4%) 
3 
(4.3%) 
40 
(57.1%) 
21 
(30.0%) 
6 
(8.6%) 
70 
(100%) 
 
Variables 
Politicians’ Perceptions (N-70) Bureaucrats’ Perceptions (N-70) 
 
Total 
N=140 
Frequently Sometimes Rarely Never Frequently Sometimes Rarely Never 
Consultation to each other 9 
(12.9%) 
46  
(65.7%) 
14 
(20.0%) 
1 
(1.4%) 
8 
(11.4%) 
53 
(75.7%) 
8 
(11.4%) 
1 
(1.4%) 
70 
(100%) 
Come to help for each other 23 
(32.9%) 
31 
(44.3%) 
16 
(22.9%) 
- 23 
(32.9%) 
37 
(52.9%) 
10 
(14.3%) 
- 70 
(100%) 
Try to convince to agree with 
each other 
2 
(2.9%) 
44 
(62.9%) 
20 
(28.6%) 
4 
(5.7%) 
3 
(4.3%) 
46 
(65.7%) 
18 
(25.7%) 
3 
(4.3%) 
70 
(100%) 
Misunderstanding  and 
Disagreement to each other 
2 
(2.9%) 
23 
(32.9%) 
33 
(47.1%) 
12 
(17.1%) 
1(1.4%) 27 
(38.6%) 
36 
(51.4%) 
6 
(8.6%) 
70 
(100%) 
Interference to each other‘s 
works 
3 
(4.3%) 
34 
(48.6%) 
30 
(42.9%) 
3(4.3%) 1(1.4%) 38(54.3%) 27 
(38.6%) 
4 
(5.7%) 
70 
(100%) 
Pressure from each other - 7 
(10.0%) 
41 
(58.6%) 
22 
(31.4%) 
3 
(4.3%) 
33 
(47.1%) 
24 
(34.3%) 
10 
(14.3%) 
70 
(100%) 
239 
 
How important to consultation between politicians and bureaucrats in local decision making? To 
this question, the empirical data reveals that there is agreement between local elected politicians 
and bureaucrats and they admit that consultation between the two actors is must in the pursuance 
of governance activities though there is significant level of difference between the two actors of 
the supportive levels. For example, while 48.6% politicians believe that consultation is very 
important then 25.7% bureaucrats thing that it is very important. Nonetheless, it is a positive sign 
to the governance that, at least, they admit that mutual interaction and consultation is important 
in governance. However, contradiction is found in the response to the second question. When the 
second question was asked: ―As an elected representative and or an official bureaucrat both 
should have involvement in the daily business of governance. How do you support the 
statement?  Then, 29(41.4%), and 38(54.3%) politicians respectively strongly support and 
support the statement while only 3(4.3%) bureaucrats strong support, and 40(57.1%) support the 
statement. On the other hand, the percentage of partially support to the politicians and 
bureaucrats is 2(2.9%) and 21(30%) respectively. So, the empirical data reveals that the mutual 
attitude among the bureaucrats is not so high. In this regard, one respondent bureaucrat‘ 
observation is notable here. During the interview, when this question appeared to the bureaucrat 
then one bureaucrat said that- 
 
I have objection and reservation to this question. Before providing the answer of this question, I would like to ask 
you to clarify what you want to know by this question exactly. If you want to know that elected representative and 
bureaucrat should work together as allies then I would support the statement. Otherwise, if you want to know that 
elected representative would always interfere and meddling to my sphere of responsibilities with the attitude of 
superior authority then I would not support the statement.  
 
The above statement clearly reveals that bureaucratic attitude towards the local elected 
politicians is not so interactive. Most of the bureaucrats think that, they support the association of 
work of both politicians and bureaucrats if their (bureaucrats‘) role performance is untrammelled 
by any way. This tendency or intention of bureaucracy improvises the autonomous model of 
relationship to some extent. We also got the same idea from the empirical data of their self-
images and outlooks.  However, politician‘s perceptions and intentions do not expose the same 
idea. Rather, politicians are more unambiguous to their expression and to some extent they are 
ready to sacrifice their freedom of action in some cases, as they hold less technical expertise than 
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bureaucrats. Consequently, relational patters drive to one-way and then it turns to the 
bureaucratic domination.   
Table 7.17 
Correlation between Politicians-Bureaucrats Relation and Self Images and Outlooks  
 
Self-Images and Outlooks Politicians-
Bureaucrats 
Relation 
Politicians are not well acquainted with administrative procedures, rules, and 
regulations 
-.158** 
Politicians have tendency to disregard to conform the rules and regulation in 
governance 
.032 
Politicians cannot act in a decisive manner because of various conflicting pressure 
on them 
-.070 
Politicians do not trust Bureaucrats -.149* 
Politicians are generally cooperative with Bureaucrats -.090 
Politicians do not appreciate the viewpoints and the difficulties of Bureaucrats -.170** 
Politicians are hostile to Bureaucrats -.067 
Politicians do nothing but problems to Bureaucrats -.077 
Politicians are corrupt -.002 
Politicians care for people's welfare -.023 
Politicians work only in their self interest -.015 
Politicians are more transparent than Bureaucrats .063 
Politicians entertain the people's complain most .140* 
Politicians help in making government policies realistic -.018 
Bureaucrats are well acquainted with administrative procedures, rules, and 
regulations 
-.182** 
Bureaucrats have tendency to conform the rules and regulation in governance -.179** 
Bureaucrats are very rigid in their attitude and they do not listen to the advice of 
others 
-.031 
Bureaucrats distrust politicians -.026 
Bureaucrats take part in local politics .077 
Bureaucrats do not appreciate the viewpoints and the difficulties of local politicians .017 
Bureaucrats are inefficient -.009 
Bureaucrats works in the interest of ruling class .070 
Bureaucrats are corrupt .057 
Bureaucrats care for people's welfare -.175** 
Bureaucrats work only in their self interest .042 
Bureaucrats are more transparent than politicians -.123* 
Bureaucrats entertain people's complain most -.223** 
Bureaucrats have tendency to expand the departments and increase procedures 
instead solving concrete problems 
.019 
*Significant at the .05 level (2 tailed) 
**Significant at the .01 level (2 tailed) 
  N = 280 
 
 
Source: Field Survey 
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However, here, the above table shows the correlation analysis between politicians-
bureaucrats relation and self-image and outlooks variables. It reveals that in most of the 
cases, negative significant correlation found between perceiving images and politics-
bureaucracy relation, which means with the rising of one of the indicator variables the class 
of relation will rise up and their perceptions to self and each other are not mutually 
exclusive.
52
 To some extent, distorted images and outlooks ate projected from the empirical 
data. However, to examine the contact patterns and mutual attitude towards each other, we 
asked more set of question. The findings are demonstrated in the table 7.16. The empirical 
data reveals that they do not consult frequently. The rate of mutual consultation is not in the 
satisfactory level. They consult each other sometimes and when it is overly necessary. The 
statistical results of these variables are not so significant (see the table 7.18). May be the 
attitudes probably cannot fully predict the contract patterns and mutuality that politicians and 
bureaucrats will have. That produces diverse interactive patterns to us. The empirical data 
shows that although both the politicians and bureaucrats seek help to each other but 
misunderstanding and disagreement occurred between them with interference to each other‘s 
works which influence negatively on the relational patterns between local elected politicians 
and official bureaucrats .  
 
Table 7.18 
Correlation between Politicians-Bureaucrats Relation and Mutual Attitude  
Mutual Attitude  Politicians-Bureaucrats 
Relation 
Involvement of UZPC in daily business of Bureaucrats -.216* 
Importance of consultation between Politicians and Bureaucrats .052 
Misunderstanding and disagreement arise between UNO and 
UZPC 
-.115 
UNO and UZPC interfere in each other works -.146 
UNO and UZPC come to help each other .210* 
Pressure from each other -.074 
Ever try to convince each other  -.110 
Do consults to each other .146 
 
*Significant at the .05 level (2 tailed) 
**Significant at the .01 level (2 tailed) 
  N = 140 
 
 
 
 
                                                          
52
 See the subsequent chapter for more comprehensive understanding of the models of relations from empirical 
data.  
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Table 7.19 (Model 1) 
Ordinal Logistic Regression of Relation Estimation by Social Background, Role 
Perceptions, and Self -Image and Mutual Interaction Variables 
 
Relation (Dependent) Coef. Std. Err. 
Social Background Variable   
Age    .084** .037 
Education    -.266** .204 
Occupation  .043 .191 
Experience -.432** .215 
Family Background -.380 .486 
Parents Occupation .067 .227 
Parents Yearly Income .099 .115 
Role Perception Variables   
Role Evaluation .471* .168 
Distinct Role Perception .541 .788 
Specific Role Perception .110 .175 
Self-Image and Mutual Interaction Variables   
V -1 -.716 .632 
V-2 .557 .584 
V-3 1.371** .628 
V-4 -1.311** .643 
V-5 -1.189** .586 
V-6 .115 .536 
V-7 .542 .626 
V-8 -.426 .669 
V-9 -.084 .636 
V-10 -.425 .766 
V-11 .330 .659 
V-12 .263 .553 
V-13 .264 .491 
V-14 .569 .675 
 Number of 
observation = 140 
Pseudo 
R2=0.1604 
 Prob > 
chi2=0.0338 
Log 
likelihood= -
99.771 
Note: *, **, and *** denote significance level at 10%, 5% and 1% respectively for each 
variable.         Coeff. = coefficient, Std. Err. = Standard Error 
 
In the above table it shows Prob > chi2=0.0338 that means ordinal logistic regression of 
relation estimation model is significant as a whole. That means relation between the 
politicians and bureaucrats can be estimated through social background, role perception, and 
self-image and mutual interaction variables. The Pseudo R2=0.1604 indicates 16% variation 
can be explained through this model.  Age, role evaluation and, V-2 of Self Image and 
Mutual Interaction Variables are significant and positively associated with relation 
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estimation. On the other hand, education, experience, V-4, and V-5 of self-image and mutual 
interaction variables are significant but negatively associated with relation estimation. 
 
 
7.4 Conclusion: 
 
 
From the above discussion, it is evident that the cognitive role perceptions of local elected 
politicians and bureaucrats are neither clear nor up to the mark. The comparative analysis of 
politicians and bureaucrats views reveals that theoretically they believe that politics and 
administration are separate, and they should have separate roles and functions. But in 
practice, they have intention to be involved in every aspect of the policy and governance 
processes, as both the politicians and bureaucrats identified all are the spheres of their 
boundary of activities. According to the viewpoint of general people, politicians are likely to 
be involved in all activities of the UZP as they are people‘s representatives, and in 
comparison to bureaucratic involvement, it is little bit higher. It reveals that, to identification 
of specific roles of politicians and bureaucrats, general people have support towards the 
politicians and that they might be involve in all the activities while the main responsibility of 
the bureaucrats is likely to be the policy implementation although some respondents are 
supported bureaucratic involvement in all activities.   
 
The empirical data analysis reveals that there is a correlation between social background and 
role orientation as well as role orientation and relations. The empirical data demonstrates that 
the politico-bureaucratic culture is immensely different and the absence of parallel behavior 
is substantially clear. Thus local bureaucrats consider them as the permanent agent of the 
central government and they emphasize rules and regulations more than the directions of the 
local elected politicians and the practical needs of the local people which ultimately plays a 
very significant role as underpinning variable to the determination of relationship between 
them and results dichotomous relations between the two actors.   
 
Similarly, empirical data reveals that the self-images and outlooks of politicians and 
bureaucrats are different that both of them hold about each other. Although respondents‘ 
opinions reveal that politicians are superior to the administrative hierarchy theoretically but in 
practice their contradictory views open up while they provided the perceptions to each other. 
According to the perceptions of politicians to bureaucrats, bureaucrats lost its impartial 
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character and neutrality and also its efficiency. But politicians admit that bureaucrats are 
more rules, regulations and procedures oriented than politicians and yet they display different 
opinions in practical application of these rules and regulations. Likewise, according to the 
perceptions of bureaucrats, they have not hold high image about politicians but they hold 
high self-image about themselves and they estimate themselves in much more favourable 
light than local elected politicians. Local politicians are more realistic in evaluating their self-
image vis-à-vis bureaucrats.  
 
Interestingly, the comparative analysis of their self-images and outlooks to each other reveals 
that both of them have tendency to blame and undermine each other and bureaucrats are in 
higher position in this case than their counterpart. This attitude and tendency to each other is 
verified by the statistical analysis of correlation and chi-square test. Most of the cases are 
produced significant results (See the appendix 5). Thus, the behavioural attitude which 
perceived by the politicians vis-à-vis bureaucrats do not project congenial image. Rather, it 
presents distorted image to each other. Overall, the role perceptions, social background and 
self-images to each other are not mutually exclusive, somewhat they are holding antagonistic 
or hostile attitude to each other in some cases which do not signify the mutual attitude 
towards each other. However, some differences are evident from the case variation and in the 
context of case dimension. The degree of mutual understanding is not similar to all UZP 
equally. In sum, the above empirical analysis and evidence clearly exhibit distorted images 
and lack of mutual attitude overall and thus results dichotomous relations between them by 
their attitudinal or behavioural data. Nevertheless, it does not exhibit how far this model is 
existing or how does this relation affect the local governance and development. It is therefore, 
necessary to test the theoretical model by the empirical data in the context of institutional and 
functional dimensions and that will be the main theme of the next chapter.  
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Chapter – 8: Models of Relations and its Effect on Local 
Governance and Development: Institutional and Functional 
Dimensions 
 
 
8.1 Introduction 
 
In the previous chapter, we examined role perceptions, self-images and outlooks as well as 
mutual perceptions towards each other of politicians and bureaucrats. We find that these 
behavioural variables are basic elements for constructing the prototype of relationships 
between local elected politicians and bureaucrats. However, it is not completely clear to us 
which model of relationship is prevailing to politicians and bureaucrats at the local level of 
government in Bangladesh, and how the relations affect the performance of local governance 
and development, as we got puzzling perceptions between the two actors of governance 
which overall signify the dichotomous relationship between them.  
 
Therefore, the main purpose of this chapter is three folds: (1) to investigate the theoretical 
model which exist to the politics-bureaucracy relations at the local government in Bangladesh 
by approaching of the relational models that we have identified in the chapter two; (2) Does 
this relation affect local governance and development (examine the last half of the second 
proposition)? And (3) also to examine the third proposition: if the local government 
institution (UZP) is controlled by the regulations of central government then it is maneuvered 
the scope for bureaucratic domination resulting conflictual relationship between the local 
elected politicians and the local official bureaucrats which ultimately affect the local 
governance and development.  
 
Moreover, we will emphasize to explore the answer to the following questions in the context 
of institutional and functional dimensions. Who dominates the local policy structure and of 
governance? What are their dominant values? Is there any conflict between the two actors? 
Why conflict occurs? What are the patters of conflict? And how does the local development 
activities and governing process affect by the conflicting relations? Accordingly, we, 
therefore, begin our discussion with explaining the theoretical models and then turn to 
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examine one by one with the empirical data. Note that, inferences have been built on the basis 
of both qualitative and quantitative analysis.     
 
8.2 The Theoretical Models and its Governance Attributes 
 
In this section, we endeavor to revisit the theoretical models to examine the existing model of 
relationship that is prevailing to the politics-bureaucracy relations at the local government in 
Bangladesh.   
 
8.2.1 Dichotomous Model of Relationship 
As said in the theoretical discussion that the relational model of politics-bureaucracy 
relationship can be explained using specific theory or model, and can be identified by 
exploring the constructing factors and governance attributes in the institutional structure. For 
example, if relational model is found dichotomous then the theoretical principal role 
characteristics are likely to be: condition (1) politicians and bureaucrats will play separate 
roles or duties. That means politicians will approach the policy and bureaucrats will simply 
implement or execute the policy. Condition (2) bureaucrats will be politically neutral, and 
condition (3) bureaucrats will be professionally competent. If local government institutions 
follow these principles then the governance attributes will be dominated by the elected 
politicians, accountability will be democratic, both politicians and bureaucrats are to be 
professionals, politicization is likely to be less, and their interaction might be mechanistic. In 
that case, both the actors will play the game with non-aligned nature of individual interests. 
This dichotomy model of relationship between politicians and bureaucrats and their effects on 
local governance and development can be explained by applying ―principal-agent theory‖ 
where the elected politicians is considered as the principal and the bureaucrats as the agent.  
 
8.2.2 Mutual-Interactive Model of Relationship 
On the other hand, if relational model is found mutual-interactive then the principal role 
characteristics are likely to be: condition (1) politicians and bureaucrats will play overlapping 
roles or duties. That means politicians and bureaucrats roles will be mutually exclusive and 
shared. Condition (2) bureaucrats will be politically involved or affiliated, and condition (3) 
bureaucrats will be politically responsive not professionally competent. If local government 
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institutions follow these principles then the governance attributes will be mostly dominated 
by the official bureaucrats, accountability will be joint but vague, bureaucrats are to be 
professionals, politicization is likely to be more, and their images or interaction might be 
reciprocal or mutual. In that case, both the actors will play the game with aligned nature of 
individual interests. This mutuality model of relationship between politicians and bureaucrats 
and their effects on local governance and development can be explained by applying the 
―transaction cost theory‖ and this model of relationship provides the scope of ―cut off power‖ 
of elected representative and provides partnership with the bureaucrats in the process of 
governance and policy making.  
 
8.2.3 Symbiotic Model of Relationship 
If the relational model does not signify any of the previous two or indistinguishable, then the 
symbiotic model of relationship would be possible and in that case, the principal role 
characteristics are likely to be: condition (1) politicians and bureaucrats will play separate 
roles or duties with complementarity. That means politicians and bureaucrats roles will be 
distinctive but shared. Condition (2) bureaucrats will not be politically involved or affiliated, 
and condition (3) politicians and bureaucrats will work with mutual respect and self-identity. 
It is a very vital question to public administration that, how it would be appeared in the 
administrative or political structure? ―It would appear, then, that, in spite of the fact that 
administrators and politicians both occupy different role sectors and are supposed to work 
more or less independently of each other, there are numerous occasions for them to interact 
and influence each other‘s behavior‖ (Kothari and Roy, 1969:11).   
 
If local government institutions follow these principles then the governance attributes will be 
mutually dominated by both the elected politicians and official bureaucrats, accountability 
will be shared, both of them will be worked professionally, politicization is likely to be less, 
and their images or interaction might be reciprocal with shared and balanced influence. In 
that case, both the actors will play the game with not only aligned nature of their individual 
interests but also emphasizing the welfare of the general people. Note that, in a symbiotic 
model of relationship, politicians and bureaucrats should be restrained strictly form securing 
personal benefits or self-interest maximization. In sum, the symbiosis is neither dichotomy 
nor mutuality; it‘s a fusion of the above two and this model of relationship can be explained 
248 
 
by applying the theory of rational choice. In this research, we want to apply these three 
models to explore which theoretical model fit into the local government of Bangladesh.    
 
8.3 Exploring the Theoretical Model: The Gap between Theory and 
Practice 
 
In the conceptual framework, we have discussed four dominant models on politics 
bureaucracy relations: dichotomy or separate model, mutual-interactive model, autonomy 
model, and political responsiveness model. In this section, we will explain the perceptions of 
local elected politicians and bureaucrats towards these theoretical models along with the 
cognitive orientations. In this respect, a number of questions were asked to the respondents, 
for example: ―There are four dominant models of politics-bureaucracy relations in the 
existing literatures of political science and public administration. Which model is more 
effective in your consideration? The respondent data has outlined in below figure 8.1. 
 
Figure 8.1 
Cognitive Orientation of Politicians and Bureaucrats on Theoretical Relational Models 
 
 
Source: Field Survey 
 
The empirical data from the figure 8.1 demonstrates that whatever the levels of awareness 
about the theoretical models on roles and functions of the politicians and bureaucrats, the 
perception on relational model is to some extent similar. Because, the variations between the 
20 15.7 
51.4 57.1 
8.6 
24.3 
20 
2.9 
0
20
40
60
80
100
120
Percent Percent
Politicians Bureaucrats
Political Responsiveness
Autonomy
Mutual-Interactive
Dichotomous or Separate
249 
 
two actors are not so high, except to the consideration of autonomy practice in general. When 
the respondents were asked the question, they replied that they don‘t have clear exposure or 
idea about the theoretical models on politics-bureaucracy relations. Nonetheless, 
interestingly, they have identified it rightly. As 14 (20.0%) respondent politicians provided 
the answer in support to the dichotomous or separate model as an effective model of 
relationship in governance while 11(15.7%) respondent bureaucrats identified the 
dichotomous or separate model as an effective model. The similar pattern is obserbable to the 
second model where 36(51.4%) politicians and 40(57.1%) bureaucrats hold that mutual-
interactive model is much more effective to the conginial relation between politicians and 
bureaucrats. On the other hand, significant difference is found to the choice of autonomy and 
politicial responsiveness. The field data clearly shows that autonomy is much more 
favourable to bureaucrats than politicians. In contrast, political responsiveness is more 
favourable and effective in the consideration of local elected politicians. Overall, empirical 
data clearly reveals that both politicians and bureaucrats (51.4% and 57.1%) hold that 
mutual-interactive model is more effective for governance where politicians and bureaucrats 
can work together even if there is a tendency to uphold bureaucratic autonomy and politicial 
preference to both bureaucrats and politicians respectively.  
 
However, the problem arise when the respondents were asked the second question on 
relational model and that was ―Practically, which model you are following or maintaining in 
your professional life and why?‖ The answer options and logic were open to the responsents. 
Then the empirical data present that they were confused and their responses contradic with 
the answer to the previous question which are presented in the figure 8.2. Data reveals that 
most of the politicians and bureaucrats are unable to identify the  relational pattern or model 
of relationships what are they maintainging to their counterpart exactly. In this regard, one 
politician‘ and one bureaucrat‘ opinions are very important to mention here. During the 
interview, one elected UZP chairman reported that:  
 
It is very difficult to distinguish the patterns of relations that we are maintaining in our daily disposal of 
business. Because we conduct our buniness in the fashion that is favourable to both of us. However, it does not 
mean that the relation between us is very good and congenioul. Rather, it is a mixture of good and bad relation, 
as disagreement and misunderstanding occurred frequently between us. Nevertheless, it is not possible to 
categorize our relationship into a perticualr model of relation what we are approaching to each other. Becauce, 
none of us are confined in a particular way to performe our roles and functions.  
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Similarly, one official bureaucrat (UNO) explained this problem in the following way: 
 
You will not be able to contain the model of relationship that we are following or maintaining in our 
professional life in such a selective or categorical way. Because, as a bureaucrat, I never no the concept of this 
kind of relation or that kind of relation. Rather, I only know the elected politicians and bureaucrats are the 
integral part of the administration. It is not possible to discard this process in the governance. However, I would 
like to prefer that model of relationship where I would be able to maintain my political boss, at the same time 
the autonomy of my profession and then it does not matter to me in which model we are belonging to. As a 
bureaucrat, I have got training to think alike.  
 
Most of the local politicians and bureaucrats identified the same reasons as mentioned above. 
However, some variations are also observable according to the logic of following a particular 
pattern or model of relationship. For example, some politicians and bureaucrats those who 
identified the dichotomous model of relationship, they argued that ―it keeps and ensures 
professional independency between the two actors‖ whereas those who identified mutual-
interactive model they said ―it is very difficult to run the local governance without 
cooperation and mutual understanding between politicians and bureaucrats.‖ Someone said 
―we maintain cooperative relationship between us because to avoid unnecessary conflicts 
between us.‖         
Figure 8.2 
Model Maintaining by the Local Politicians and Bureaucrats in Professional life 
 
 
Source: Field Survey 
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However, the most striking fact is that, the comparative analysis of data from the two figures 
reveals that both the local politicians and bureaucrats hold confusing perceptions on politics-
bureaucracy relational models. This puzzle was more clearly identified by the last question 
and the perceptions clearly show that there are significant levels of differences between the 
theoretical and practical perceptions of politicians and bureaucrats. Theoretically, most of the 
respondents believe that the model of mutual-interactive relation between politicians and 
bureaucrats is more effective in governance. But practically, they are unable to maintain this 
model of relationship with each other as most of them are not able to identify any particular 
model in their professional life. Therefore, to identify the real prototype of relations, the 
respondents especially local politicians and bureaucrats were asked a similar question: for 
politician the question was ―How would you rate your relationship with the local official 
bureaucrats?‖ and for local bureaucrat the question was ―How would you rate your 
relationship with the local elected politicians?‖ Similarly, general peoples were also asked the 
same question ―How would you rate the relationship between local elected politicians and 
official bureaucrats?‖ And the respondents were given the options of: A= Very Good; B= 
Good; C= Fairly Good and D= Poor.  
 
It is therefore, notable here that, as we learned that direct theoretical question on relational 
model would not generate any significant weight as the cognitive orientation of politicians 
and bureaucrats is not so high and even they don‘t have any theoretical idea about politics-
bureaucracy relational model. Thus, we were predetermined that we would categorize 
empirical data into the following categorical options: Very good=Symbiotic Relation; 
Good=Mutual Relation; Fairly Good=Dichotomous Relation; and Poor=Direct Antagonistic, 
rather using the Likert Scale to identify the patterns or model of relations as the main 
intention of this research was to test the theoretical relational model. The sample respondent‘s 
responses are presented in the table 8.1.  
Table 8.1 
Respondent’s Views on Existing Relational Models 
Category of 
Respondent 
Assessing Relational Models 
 
Total 
Symbiotic Mutual-interactive Dichotomous 
Politicians 5(7.14%) 19(27.14%) 46(65.71%) 70(100%) 
Bureaucrats 6(8.57%) 49(70.0%) 15(21.42%) 70(100%) 
General People 7(5.0%) 52(37.1%) 81(57.9%) 140(100%) 
Total  18(6.42%) 120(42.85%) 142(50.71%) 280(100%) 
Source: Field Survey 
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In this thesis, we are trying to identify the prototype of relations in a very sophisticated 
manner following multi-dimensional analysis. Thus, we are exploring the new way and 
dimension frequently without drawing any final logical inference on the model of relations 
which existing at the local government in Bangladesh. This is why we yet to take any 
decision, even though the empirical evidence from the previous chapter on their (politicians 
and bureaucrats) attitudinal or behavioural data clearly exhibited to us a distorted images and 
lack of mutual attitude that results dichotomous relation between them. However, in this 
stage of the research and after verifying the theoretical models by the empirical data, we can 
now draw the line on the basis of applying the deductive logic that symbiotic model of 
relationship does not directly exist to the politics-bureaucracy relations in Bangladesh, as 
only  18(6.42%) respondents endorse in favour of this model. Similarly, poor relation is also 
identified by none of the categories of the respondents.  
 
So, we can deduct these two models by following the ‗hypothetico-deductive method‘. Then 
the relations are confined to the rest of the two categories of models. Thus, we will deal with 
the other two models: mutual-interactive and dichotomous for further discussion. It would be 
worth mentioning from the empirical data that ―dichotomous‖ model is existed to the politics-
bureaucracy relation in Bangladesh, although total 142(50.71%) respondents have rated this 
model as existing relationship. Rather, we should explore more evidence in this stage without 
taking any final logical decision. The main reasons are; first, we yet verified whether it meets 
or not the theoretical conditions and governance attributes of this two models by the 
empirical data. Second, total 120(42.85%) respondents have also acknowledged ―mutual-
interactive‖ as the relational model which is slightly marginal than the percentage of 
dichotomy. Third and finally, empirical data on relational models demonstrate the opposite 
views of politicians and bureaucrats which are presented in the figure 8.3.      
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Figure 8.3 
Politician’s and Bureaucrat’s Views on Dichotomy and Mutuality (by %) 
 
   Source: Field Survey 
 
The above figure shows that among the sample politicians 19(27.14%) and 46(65.71%) 
respectively think that the relation between politician and bureaucrat is mutual-interactive 
and dichotomous, while 49(70%) and 15(21.42%) bureaucrats respectively hold that 
perceptions. That means the relational perceptions of politicians and bureaucrats are almost 
opposite. Where the politicians perceive the relation is less mutual-interactive and more 
dichotomous while the bureaucrats think that it is more mutual-interactive and less 
dichotomous. In this circumstance, we should examine the principal conditions of both the 
models with its governance attributes to grasp the case of Bangladesh more evidently. For 
this, we should focus the light on the role performance of politicians and bureaucrats 
emphasizing the institutional and functional dimensions of the UZP functioning. At the same 
time, we should frame the ground to examine the third hypothesis as well from the 
governance perspective.  
 
8.3.1 Role Performance, Neutrality, Competency and Relations 
With the previous analysis of this chapter and by addressing the legal and constitutional 
framework, philosophy of decentralization, establishment of UZP, comparison among 
different acts, ordinance of the UZP which determined the institutionalization and regulatory 
framework of UZP in the chapter five, we got a preliminary theoretical idea how the UZPs 
are functioning in Bangladesh. With the above institutional and contextual background of the 
UZP, the discussion in this section will shed the light on manner of role performance of 
politicians and bureaucrats to identify the model of relationship more explicitly. Notably, 
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analysis will be drowned on the basis of both qualitative and quantitative data. Accordingly, 
to know the perceptions on role performance more evidently, sample politicians were asked: 
―Would you please provide what kind of roles you are performing as an elected politician and 
what kinds of roles are performed by the bureaucrats at the UZP?‖ The same question was 
asked to the official bureaucrats. The answer options were open and multi-responses are 
counted. The elected politicians‘ as well as official bureaucrats‘ opinions to their performed 
roles by themselves and to their counterpart‘s are presented in the following tables.  
 
Table 8.2 
The Roles and Functions Performed by Elected Politicians at the UZP (Identified by the 
politicians in multi- responses of N=70) 
Performed Roles and Functions Percentage 
To know the demands and complains from the people and to mitigate them 86.4 
Maintain law and order and doing local shalish (local justice) 82.1 
Visiting and accomplishing different development activities and public services 78.7 
Opening new project and pass these projects at the UZP meeting 73.5 
Cannot play any significant role except presiding the meeting 69.2 
Distribution of relief and visiting natural disaster affected areas 65.8 
Attending at the different types social programmes 58.6 
Others 45.0 
Source: Field Survey 
 
Table 8.3 
The Roles and Functions Performed by Elected Politicians at the UZP (Identified by the 
bureaucrats in multi- responses of N=70) 
Performed Roles and Functions Percentage 
Attending and presiding at the UZP monthly coordination meeting 91.5 
Selection and approval of project and pass these projects at the UZP meeting 84.3 
Meditation with peoples, bureaucrats and others people‘s representatives  81.4 
Monitoring all activities of several departments at the UZP 70.8 
To know the demands and complains from the people and to mitigate them 65.6 
Distribution of relief and visiting natural disaster affected areas 64.9 
Play decisive role in ADP implementation 62.7 
They work as a bridge between local people and the national government 61.9 
They do only that works which benefited them economically, not others 59.8 
They play the role on how to make the UZP as a political office 56.5 
Others 52.2 
Source: Field Survey 
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Table 8.4 
The Roles and Functions Performed by Official Bureaucrats at the UZP (Identified by 
the bureaucrats in multi- responses of N=70) 
Performed Roles and Functions Percentage 
Maintain law and order 88.5 
Implement all kinds of governmental orders 86.3 
Maintain all secretarial activities related to governmental decision 85.4 
Monitoring  and Implementation of all development activities  81.6 
Maintain all activities according to the Acts and Ordinance of the UZP 77.5 
Project planning and ADP Implementation 73.8 
Distribution of relief and visiting natural disaster affected areas 69.9 
Attending at the different types official meetings at district levels 67.5 
To know the demands and complains from the people and to mitigate them 61.2 
Others 56.2 
Source: Field Survey 
 
Table 8.5 
The Roles and Functions Performed by Official Bureaucrats at the UZP (Identified by 
the politicians in multi- responses of N=70) 
Performed Roles and Functions Percentage 
Maintain law and order as well as Judicial activities  85.2 
To coordinate the activities of various departments at the UZP 83.8 
Maintain all secretarial activities of the UZP  81.7 
 Communicate with  the central government offices and ministries 78.3 
Monitoring and Implement of all developmental programmes   72.7 
Distribution of relief and ADP implementation 66.6 
Maintain governmental protocol 64.5 
To know the demands and complains from the people and to mitigate them  42.3 
Others 38.6 
Source: Field Survey 
 
 
According to the UZP Ordinance, Acts and Manual, the roles and functions of politicians and 
bureaucrats are separate.
53
 It reveals that local elected politicians‘ and bureaucrats‘ roles are 
not mutually exclusive and shared at least theoretically, and the scope of overlapping roles is 
very limited. Thus, it implies that theoretically the roles of politicians and bureaucrats ate 
determined by the dichotomous model not by the mutuality. However, in practice, it does not 
                                                          
53
 The UZP manual 2013 clearly shows that elected politicians and bureaucrats will perform distinctive roles 
and functions. There is no scope of overlapping according to this manual. See Pp-36-92.   
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exist in their role performance which reflects from the empirical data (see the tables 8.2 to 
8.5). The empirical data reveals that both the elected politicians and bureaucrats are 
performing their roles as in an overlapping manner with bureaucratic domination. Thus, 
according to the performed roles of politicians and bureaucrats they are neither bonded with 
the relationship of dichotomy nor mutuality. It is very difficult to categories in a specific 
model on the basis of their performed roles. The empirical data from the previous and of this 
chapter, and also the statements of an elected chairman, and an official bureaucrat reveal the 
above observation. In this respect, it is therefore, important to illustrate the opinion that was 
perceived by one UZP Chairman and reported during interview and that was: 
 
According to the Acts and Ordinance of the UZP, the UNO (UNO is the chief bureaucrat to the UZP) is to act as 
the secretary and to provide technical support and policy advice to me. But in practice, he acts as the main boss 
of the UZP and always exposes the tendency that he is here from central government to look over all matters 
and he is all in all of the UZP and I am just nobody here. Sometimes, he tries to make group with other 
departmental officers and stands against me as I could do nothing. He always tries doing everything by 
superseding me.   
 
Accordingly, when I appeared to the UNO for interview of the same UZP and placed the 
complaint raised by the elected chairman then UNO said: 
 
The objection that is raised by the chairman against me is not solely correct. I would not disagree that I do that 
sometimes. But you will have to realize that definitely there is a reason. According to the rules and regulations 
of the UZP, our roles and functions are different. But at the end of the day, I am to do everything. He does 
nothing without giving me the order. I am not here to obey the order only. I also have my own course of duties. I 
am the main disbursing officer of the UZP, so, I am to clarify for everything to the higher authority. Even 
though, he (chairman) cannot draw the salary without my approval. Thus, I can‘t understand where is the 
problem if I want to be involved in every aspect of the functioning of the UZP.       
 
The above statements of politician and bureaucrat, empirical data, as well as personal 
observation on the role performance of the local elected politicians and bureaucrats at the 
UZP, it reveals that theoretically they are guided by the division of labour, but in practice, 
there are no rules of game on their roles and functions. Secondly, according to the logic of 
dichotomous relational model, bureaucrats will be politically neutral, and professionally 
competent. In contrast, according to the logic of mutual-interactive model, bureaucrats will 
be politically involved or affiliated, and politically responsive not professionally competent. 
However, the empirical data shows that local bureaucrats are neither politically neutral nor 
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politically responsive to the local elected politicians. Rather, bureaucrats are politically 
responsive to the central political leaders.  
 
Furthermore, the bureaucracy of Bangladesh is suffering from the moral crisis in between 
political neutrality and political responsiveness. The empirical evidence reveals that over the 
last two decades the process of politicizations of bureaucracy and bureaucratization of 
politics in administration has been significantly speeded up. Consequently, efficiency, policy 
expertizes and organizational supremacy of bureaucracy has been dismantled and degraded 
(Rahman, 2014). As a result, according to the empirical data and the perceptions of local 
elected politicians and bureaucrats, the relationship between them is neither normatively 
dichotomous with political neutrality and competence nor abundantly cohesive or responsive 
to the political leaderships with mutuality. Rather, it is an open secret conflicting relation in 
between the above two actors with either political or bureaucratic domination (where 
whatever is possible). In this stage, we can explore more evidence from the governance, 
institutional and functional perspectives of their relationships.   
 
In this respect, one possible hypothesis was that existing institutional structure of local 
government and regulatory framework of central government to control the local government 
influences the relationship between local elected politicians and the appointed official 
bureaucrats. More particularly, if the local government institution (UZP) is controlled by the 
regulations of central government then it is maneuvered the scope for bureaucratic 
domination resulting conflictual relationship between the local elected politicians and the 
local official bureaucrats. This theoretical proposition implies that if the relation between 
them is shaped and controlled by the central government regulations then local bureaucrats 
are more important actors than the local elected politicians in the course of action practically. 
Then a possible end result is that it will leave little avenue for local elected politicians than 
the local bureaucrats to make priorities and political decisions. Strong regulation may then 
improvise legal power in favour of local bureaucrats and they may use this power by 
overlooking the local politician‘s directions providing the argument that as the agent of the 
central government they should follow the rules and regulations outlined by the central 
government not the directions of the local elected politicians. Thus, local politicians feel that 
local bureaucrats are more powerful than the local elected politicians and therefore 
conflicting relations arise in the governing process of local government. Although Jacobsen 
(2001:1) argued that ―politics and administration is today seen as two overlapping spheres‖ 
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and this ―overlapping between politics and administration also opens up for the possibility 
that there may be both conflict and co-operation between politicians and administrators‖.  
 
In this section, an attempt has been made to test this hypothesis empirically by focusing the 
light on institutional and governance perspectives emphasizing the legal and regulatory 
framework, institutional structure of the UZP, Mechanisms of central control, and role 
performance and satisfactions of the actors involved in the governing process grounded by 
the empirical data which is collected from the field. More importantly, as the collected data 
were both of qualitative and quantitative nature, thus inferences drawn from them following 
the mixed approach.    
 
8.4 Legal Institutional Changes after Introduction of UZP: Myth and 
Reality 
8.4.1 Central Control by the Central Regulations: Myth of Autonomy and Self-Rule 
As we witnessed from the previous analysis that the constitution of Bangladesh stated on 
autonomous local government but unfortunately, it is controlled by the central government. 
The central government imposes varieties of controlling mechanisms like institutional 
control, administrative control, financial control, and controlled by the central local relations. 
Like other local government institutions, UZP exercises the jurisdiction under the legislation. 
It means that local authority perform its activities under the provisions of the concerned Acts 
and laws which are allowed and directed by the central government. The central government 
determined the legislation process for the local government system providing several 
directives that is issued by the central government time to time. Thus, one of the interesting 
and notable things is that, how the actors (mainly the local elected politicians and the 
appointed official bureaucrats) of UZP will interact to each other and what will be their roles 
and relations are also determined by the central regulations, directives and control. With this 
contextual background, the issue here is whether the UZP will act as an organization to 
merely implement national government programmes at the local level or it will be a self-ruled 
local level institution in a real sense, as defined in the constitution of Bangladesh, under 
Articles 9, 59, and 60.  
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As the hypothesis was – if the UZP and the relation between elected local politicians and 
local official bureaucrats is shaped and controlled by the central government regulations then 
local bureaucrats are more important actors than the local elected politicians. Strong 
regulation may then improvise legal power in favour of local bureaucrats and they may use 
this power by overlooking the local politician‘s directions providing the argument that as the 
agent of the central government they should follow the rules and regulations outlined by the 
central government not the directions of the local elected politicians. A probable end result is 
that it will leave little avenue for local elected politicians than the local bureaucrats to make 
priorities and political decisions in governance. Thus, local politicians feel that local 
bureaucrats are more powerful than the local elected politicians and therefore conflicting 
relations arise in the governing process of local government. To verify this argument 
empirically, the following questions need to be addressed: How do the existing rules and 
regulations determine the relations between politicians and bureaucrats? How do the local 
elected politicians and official bureaucrats react towards the central rules and regulations? 
Who is an important actor? Who exercises real power? And what is their level of satisfactions 
in the role performance?  
 
We observe that The Upazila Parishad Act 1998 (amended in 2009 and 2011) provided the 
legal basis of UZP and its activities. The UZP, as we observed, is composed of elected 
representatives and appointed official bureaucrats, where UZP will exercise its executive 
power by an elected chairman, two vice-chairmen, and official bureaucrats will provide 
necessary technical and secretarial assistance to the elected representative to fulfill his duties. 
That means the Act provided that the council will be formulated by elected and representative 
members and it will be the ultimate powerful body to the local governance. But Article 26(1, 
2, 3) of the Act provided a contradictory, conflicting and overlapping role for the elected 
politicians and the bureaucrats which stated that ―The executive power will be vested in the 
hand of the council, it could be implemented through chairman, vice chairman, or any 
government officials, the decision will be treated as the decision of the council.‖ At the same 
time, Article 33(1, 2) of the Act provided that UNO will be the Chief Executive Officer 
(CEO) of the council and financial and other legal activities will be disposed by the UNO. As 
a result, it indicates the contradiction and vagueness of the central regulation by which the 
UZP is functioning and it creates conflicting interest between local elected representatives 
and the official bureaucrats. Furthermore, Article 24(2, 3) stated that the government officials 
those who will be transfer to the UZP for managing the transfer activities will be treated as 
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the employee of the central government and they will be liable to the central government and 
their Annual Confidential Report (ACR) will be written by the higher authority of the 
respective office. Moreover, Article 25 stated that MPs will be the advisors of the council 
according to the article 65(1) of the constitution.  
 
Thus, the legal and regulatory framework of the UZP proves that local bureaucrats are the 
employees of central government and they are only deployed to discharge the functions of 
local government but they are not accountable to the elected representatives and to the UZP. 
Rather, they are accountable to the central government and the relations between local elected 
politicians and official bureaucrats are determined by the central regulations and the lacking 
of the straightforwardness of the law improvise the overlapping role which ultimately open 
up the opportunity to bureaucratic domination in the local governance.  
 
Accordingly, to know the answer of the above questions and to shed the empirical light on 
the theoretical hypothesis, a direct interview survey has been conducted with the three sets of 
different semi-structured questionnaire to the selected local politicians, bureaucrats and to the 
general people. The questionnaire to the politicians, bureaucrats and to the general people had 
some identical and some different questions. Note that, general people are not directly 
involved in the governing process of the UZP. Nonetheless, they have been included in the 
sample and interviewed to cross-check against the perceptions of local politicians and 
bureaucrats. Therefore, to know the answer of the first question, the respondents (specially 
local politicians and bureaucrats those who are considered as the main actors and change 
agent of local government) were asked a question: ―Do you think that the UZP and your roles 
and relations is controlled and guided by the central government regulation and how does this 
regulation impacts on the relation between local elected politicians and bureaucrats and 
overall local governance?‖  The respondent data is outlined below.  
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Figure 8.4 
 Respondent Opinions on Central Control and Regulation (by Number) 
 
 
  Source: Field Survey 
 
The above figure demonstrates the local elected politicians and bureaucrat‘s views on central 
control of UZP by the central regulations. Among the 70 local elected politicians 65(92.86%) 
provided the answer ―Yes‖ and hold that central government control local government by the 
central regulations and by providing time to time directives from the central government 
while 5(7.14%) provided the answer ―No‖. On the other hand, among the 70 local official 
bureaucrats 58(82.86%) provided the answer ―Yes‖ and 12(17.14%) provided the answer 
―No‖. The comparative analysis of data reveals that most of the local politicians and 
bureaucrats hold that functions of the UZP are controlled by the central government 
regulations including their relations. They said, what will be their roles and relations are 
determined by the central regulations. On the other hand, how does this regulation impacts on 
the relation between local elected politicians and bureaucrats and overall local governance? 
In this question, the answer option was open with multiple responses and the respondent data 
is outlined in the table 8.6.  
 
The empirical data reveals that local elected politicians are more straightforward than the 
local bureaucrats in identification of central regulations‘ impacts on their relations and overall 
local governance. Bureaucrats are more technical than the politicians in providing the answer 
of the question. However, one significant finding in this regard is that at least 71.4% 
politicians and 55.3% bureaucrats agreed that the limitations of legal framework and 
ambiguity of central regulations often creates conflict of interest between local politicians and 
bureaucrats, and both of them (69.6% and 64.7% respectively) believed that central 
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politicians want to control over development activities of local government by these 
regulations which is a barrier of proper decisions and effective local governance and 
ultimately it is restrained the local government autonomy.  
 
Table 8.6 
Respondent Opinions on Impacts of Central Regulation (Multiple Responses) 
 
Respondents’ Opinions Politicians (%) Bureaucrats (%) 
It refutes or restrains local government autonomy 65.4 44.5 
It is an attempt to keeping away local elected politicians from 
decisions making process 
75.2 - 
It is a barrier of proper decisions and effective local governance  68.6 52.3 
It is an attempt to control over local government by the central 
bureaucracy because theoretically UZP is administered by the 
elected representatives but practically it is dominated by the 
bureaucrats 
92.3 - 
We are just following the rules and regulations outlined by the 
central government 
45.8 86.5 
By these regulations central politicians want to control over 
development activities of local government 
69.6 64.7 
Limitation of legal framework and ambiguity of central 
regulations often creates conflict of interest between local 
politicians and bureaucrats  
71.4 55.3 
Source: Field Survey 
 
Table 8.7 
Perceptions of Local Elected Politicians and Local Official Bureaucrats (N/%) 
 
Variable 1*= Existing administrative rules and regulations should be given priority and should strictly followed. 
Variable 2*= Local politicians and bureaucrats should apply particular judgement ignoring some rules and 
regulations to meet people‘s needs and requirements. Variable 3*= Whatever the practical needs, results and 
consequences, local bureaucrats should follow the directions of the superior authority. Variable 4*= For the 
practical needs local bureaucrats should follow the recommendations of local elected politicians minimising the 
administrative norms and values. Variable 5*= Local politicians and bureaucrats should not take any decision 
which may displease each other. 
Governance 
Variables 
Politicians Perceptions (N-70) Bureaucrats Perceptions (N-70) Total 
N=140 Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
 
Disagree No 
Response 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Disagree No 
Response 
Variable 1* 21 
(30%) 
49 
(70%) 
0 0 66 
(94.3%) 
4 
(5.7%) 
0 0 70 
(100%) 
Variable 2* 26 
(37.1%) 
44 
(62.9%) 
0 0 1 
(1.4%) 
47 
(67.1%) 
9 
(12.9) 
13 
(18.6) 
70 
(100%) 
Variable 3* 2 
(2.9%) 
34 
(48.6%) 
28 
(40%) 
6 
(8.6%) 
62 
(88.6%) 
7 
(10%) 
0 1 
(1.4%) 
70 
(100%) 
Variable 4* 30 
(42.9%) 
40 
(57.1%) 
0 0 0 9 
(12.9%) 
31 
(44.3%) 
30 
(42.9%) 
70 
(100%) 
Variable 5* 50 
(71.4%) 
19 
(27.1%) 
1 
(1.4%) 
0 0 63 
(90%) 
3 
(4.3%) 
4 
(5.7%) 
70 
(100%) 
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Most of the local elected politicians (92.3%) hold that it is an attempt to control over local 
government by the central bureaucracy because the UZP is administered by the elected 
representatives theoretically, but practically it is dominated by the bureaucrats. Local elected 
politicians complain that central government is aware about this but don‘t take any necessary 
actions. On the other hand, 86.5% bureaucrats said that they are just following the rules and 
regulations outlined by the central government and they have nothing to say in this regard. 
Overall empirical data reveals that the UZP is controlled by the central regulations along with 
the relations between local elected politicians and the bureaucrats. However, to know the 
perceptions of local elected politicians and local official bureaucrats on the importance of the 
central regulations and the practical needs to follow the directions of the local elected 
politicians, a series of questions were asked to the politicians and to the bureaucrats – 
question mostly basis on two dimensions, normative referents and role performance. The 
available response categories for each item were: Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree and No 
Response. The respondent‘ data are shown in the following table.  
 
Table 8.8 
Important Component of Local Governance and Development 
 
Respondent  
Category 
Important Component/Actor for Local Government and 
Development 
Total 
Local 
Politicians 
Local 
Bureaucrats 
Civil 
Society 
All of the 
Above 
No 
Reply 
Politicians 59(84.3) 1(1.4) 1(1.4) 9(12.9) 0(0) 70(100) 
Bureaucrats 8(11.4) 14(20.0) 5(7.1) 42(60.0) 1(1.4) 70(100) 
General People 61(43.6) 9(6.4) 9(6.4) 59(42.1) 2(1.4) 140(100) 
Total 128(45.7) 24(8.5) 15(5.4) 110(39.3) 3(1.1) 280(100) 
Source: Field Survey 
 
As we indicated earlier that if the relation is guided and controlled by the central regulations 
then local bureaucrats will consider them as the agent of the central government and they will 
emphasize these rules and regulations more than the directions of the local elected politicians 
and the practical needs of the local people which ultimately results conflicting relations 
between the two actors. The empirical data did not disprove the argument. Thus, we find that 
local bureaucrats try to uphold the supremacy of bureaucratic rules and regulations without 
taking into account of local elected politicians directions in local governance. In most of the 
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cases, the empirical data from the table 8.7 demonstrate almost opposite perceptions among 
politicians and bureaucrats. The opposite perceptions between politicians and bureaucrats are 
also observable in the context of considering important actors in local governance.  
 
The empirical data from the table 8.8 reveals that local bureaucrats are more technical than 
local politicians in providing their answer. While politicians directly claimed they are 
important actor of local governance then bureaucrats provided their opinion very consciously. 
According to the opinions of local bureaucrats, local politicians, local bureaucrats and civil 
society are equally important in local governance and they disregard the importance of local 
elected politicians in governance. But most of the general people think that local politicians 
are important actor for local governance. However, in practice, we observe the opposite 
direction in the operation of governance at the local government. In this regard, one elected 
Upazila Chairman reported that-  
 
According to the spirit of the UZP and the rules and regulations, the bureaucrats are to act as the secretary and to 
provide technical support to me as I am the elected representative of the people of the Upazila. According to 
formal rules, UNO and the others official bureaucrats are subjected to work under the guidance and supervision 
of the Upazila chairman as they have been transferred to the UZP. But in practice, he acts as the main policy 
maker of the UZP and he tries to remind me that he is the main representative of the central government and 
always try to take decisions against me by maintaining good relation to local Member of Parliament (MP) of this 
constituency.  
 
In this stage of the research, we are able to identify another new component of determining 
the relations between local elected politicians and bureaucrats and that is role of local MP in 
local governance. Now it is clear to us why local bureaucrats ignore local elected 
representatives, because bureaucrats always try to maintain their relations to higher authority. 
As local MPs are belonged to the higher strata of the political authority than local elected 
representatives and also they are the advisers of the UZP thus, bureaucrats maintain good 
relations to them, not the elected chairmen or others members of the council. Therefore, it 
opens up another avenue or dimensions to us for measuring the relation between the two 
actors. Later we will explore this item at the end of this chapter. Let us first examine the 
functioning of the UZP in the context of governance.       
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8.5 The Functioning of the UZP 
 
As we noted in the chapter 5 that, the UZP is performing the functions on local governance 
and development on the basis of the directions and rules and regulations outlined by the 
central government. Basically, the UZPs are responsible for three categories of functions: 
regulatory, extractive (e.g., accumulation of local resources) and developmental as an 
important tiers of local government (Ahmed et al., 2010). The UZP Acts and Upazila 
Parishad Manual provided the necessary guidelines and directions of how the decisions are 
to be taken and implemented. According to the formal rules, the UZP is to be composed of 
elected and nominated members and after being election of the UZP, the first meeting is to be 
held by the chair of UNO. Then he or she will hand over the charge to elected chairman and 
the subsequent meeting is to be held by the chairmanship of the elected chairman. 
Accordingly, the UZP has to meet once in every month and special meeting is allowed if 
necessary.  However, the mandatory rule is that, all issues are to be resolved in the general 
meeting of the UZP or by its committees (Ahmed et al., 2010). In this backdrop, we need to 
examine the five governance attributes in the institutional structure: domination, 
accountability, professionalism, politicization and mutual-interaction in governance.  
 
Note that, meanwhile, we have already examined the three attributes; professionalism, 
politicization and mutual-interaction in the previous couple of chapters and find that 
bureaucrats are more professional than local elected politicians although bureaucratic 
professionalism has been degraded in a significant manner. Alike, bureaucracy also has lost 
its political neutrality and competency because of political affiliation and ensuring personal 
benefits from the politicians. However, they have behavioural asymmetry in their interaction 
patterns, and mutual-interaction lacks between them in a significant fashion. Thus, from the 
previous analysis on the basis of empirical data it can be said that, politicians and bureaucrats 
are holding the attributes of mutuality in the consideration of professionalism and 
politicization except the mutual-interaction. Therefore, relations between the two actors seem 
to be mixed up of dichotomy and mutuality theoretically. But in practice, it is seemed to be 
conflicting in nature. So, what relational model exactly exists in the context, it could be 
possible to confirm after examination of the other two attributes; domination and 
accountability.     
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8.5.1 Domination in Governance 
Domination is an important componential consideration for shaping the relationship between 
politics and bureaucracy. The basic dictionary meaning of domination describes it as ―the 
exercise of power or influence over someone or something, or the state of being so 
controlled‖ (Oxford Online Dictionaries, 2013). Domination and providing leadership is the 
essential task of the elected political and the state executive as it is the seat of authoritative 
power in society responsible for managing the business of the country (Hague et. al., 1992).  
So, we do admit this or not, there is a hidden desire among the politicians and bureaucrats to 
dominate the political process. Subsequently, the first question that comes to the 
configuration process of relationship between politicians and bureaucrats is – who dominates 
the policy and governance process?  
 
Table 8.9 
Politicians and Bureaucrats Perceptions on Domination in Governance 
 
Actors Draws Agenda for UZP 
Meetings 
Politicians Bureaucrats 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
UZP Chairman 19 27.1 5 7.1 
UNO 23 32.9 25 35.7 
Chairman & UNO together 8 11.4 10 14.3 
Upazila Parishad 20 28.6 24 34.3 
No Response 0 0 6 8.6 
Total 70 100.0 70 100.0 
Actors Draws Annual Budget for 
the UZP 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
UZP Chairman 8 11.4 4 5.7 
UNO 24 34.3 17 24.3 
Chairman & UNO together 8 11.4 11 15.7 
Upazila Parishad 30 42.9 38 54.3 
Total 70 100.0 70 100.0 
Actors Lead the Major Policy 
Decisions of the Upazila 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
UZP Chairman 15 21.4 5 7.1 
UNO 27 38.6 19 27.1 
MP 3 4.3 0 0 
By the Consensus of UZP 24 34.3 42 60.0 
No Response 1 1.4 4 5.7 
Total 70 100.0 70 100.0 
Actors Draws the Decisions 
about UZP Staffs 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
UNO 53 75.7 32 45.7 
UZP Chairman 2 2.9 3 4.3 
Chairman & UNO together 2 2.9 11 15.7 
UZP 13 18.6 24 34.3 
Total 70 100.0 70 100.0 
        Source: Field Survey 
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The answer of this question is very complex, although the classical and contemporary 
thinkers and researchers have exemplified the solutions in many ways, providing the theory 
of separation, mutuality, autonomy, and political responsiveness, which have already been 
discussed in the theoretical part of the thesis. Still the answer of this question is unsolved and 
complex, because, there are two contextual considerations of domination; policy and 
governance. Most of the academic writings on politics-bureaucracy relations are based on the 
context of policy domination. In this regard, classical thinkers provide dichotomy or 
separation, whereas the critics of dichotomy provide mutuality or interaction between politics 
and bureaucracy from the policy perspective. But there has been increasing concern in 
understanding and approaching relations between politicians and bureaucrats in western 
democracies and also nonwestern countries in the context of domination in governance 
perspective. Therefore, it should be clearly specified and minimized the question of 
domination in the process of governance in a particular institutional structure. Thus, to 
examine the patterns of domination at the local governance in Bangladesh, we have 
emphasized on four variables: agenda setting, annual budget formulation, major policy 
decision, and decisions about the UZP stuffs.  
 
To know the perceptions of elected politicians and bureaucrats on the above issues we have 
asked a set of similar questions to politicians and bureaucrats. The sample respondents‘ 
opinions are presented in the table 8.9. First of all, we examine the agenda setting issue at the 
UZP. Although there is no clear reference how the agenda will be set out at the UZP, 
nonetheless, it is expected that the UZP chairman will set the agenda of the UZP meeting as 
the head of the council or parishad, and it has to be circulated among the members of the 
UZP at least seven days before of the UZP meeting. But empirical data reveals that, in 
practice, both of them and in some cases MPs are involved in agenda setting for the UZP 
meeting. Yet UNO enjoys enormous power in agenda setting than the elected political leaders 
in general.  But many empirical researches suggest that mutual role performance in agenda 
setting ―permits a broader range of skills, perspectives and experience to decision-making 
process‖ (Demir et al. 2015:81) between politicians and bureaucrats in local governance. 
However, in this respect, one elected chairman when he was giving the answer in favour of 
the local bureaucrat then I asked to that Chairman (of course while the informal discussion) 
―you are an elected chairman and according to the rules and regulations of the UZP you are 
supposed to be responsible to set the agenda for meeting but why you are mentioning the 
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name of UNO as the agenda setter for the UZP meeting?‖ Then he was laughing and replied 
that- 
 
Whether I am doubtful that how much power I have as an elected chairman, then only agenda setting for the 
UZP meeting is just meaningless to me. Nevertheless, according to the rules of business, UNO can change any 
agenda if he thinks that is not important to be discussed in the UZP meeting. Even though, a copy of meeting 
minutes including the notice of meeting and agenda has to send to the MP and DC office after every meeting. 
Thus, it is rather better to do this by the UNO than me, as he is technically trained for doing this.   
 
Similar trend is identified in the case of annual budget formulation of the UZP. According to 
the UZP Act and other directives, the UZP has to ―prepare a budget in accordance with 
directives made by the government at least sixty days before the commencement of a new 
financial year and seek public opinion, comments and suggestion on it by attaching a copy of 
it in the notice board of the UZP. After fifteen days of public display, the UZP shall consider 
the comment and the suggestion of the public and approve the budget at least one month 
before the commencement of the next financial year. A copy of the budget is to be forwarded 
to the DC and the government‖ (Ahmed et al, 2010:39). This budget would be passing by the 
UZP meeting and later sanctioned and approved by the central government as it is or in a 
modified manner. In the case of budget making, most of the respondents think that it is made 
by the UNO and passed by the UZP. Elected politicians role is very limited here. Sometimes 
ad hoc arrangement is also observable in the absence of budget formulation. Likewise, in the 
other two cases, the most crucial role is performed by the UNO. Most of the policy decisions 
and decisions on others stuffs on the UZP are performed by the UNO.  
 
The empirical data reveals that UNO is involved with each and every single function of the 
UZP. Moreover, overwhelming regulatory power of UNO made him as a counter part of the 
elected representatives. He acts as the principal staff officer to the UZP but unfortunately he 
is not accountable to the UZP. He is working like a prefectural agent of the central 
government to the local government. He also holds the power to supervise and coordination 
of the activities of the others department those who are serving to the UZP As a result, local 
bureaucrats are worked as self-interest maximizes and bureaucratic domination is 
predominantly apparent in the context of governance of the UZP. This domination of 
bureaucracy and overwhelming power position makes elected politicians unhappy to 
bureaucrats and when the both actors want to win in the ―rules of games‖ then antagonistic 
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sentiment arise toward each other which encourages confliction relation between the two 
actors in local governance.  
 
8.5.2 The Nature of Accountability 
Accountability is the key element of governance and also to shape the relationship between 
politics and bureaucracy. As Peters and Rockman (1996:viii) noted ―the conflict between the 
responsibility of the civil service in the highest sense of protecting the interests and the 
accountability of the civil service to higher legal authority provides one of the fundamental 
tensions in modern democracies.‖ Subsequently, there is a sharp distinction between 
politicians and bureaucrats in regard to mode of operation and their accountability practice. 
Politicians are responsible or accountable to the general peoples or voters as they are 
motivated by re-election goal and bureaucrats are accountable to their political master or 
upper administrative hierarchies as they are motivated by career concern. Moreover, the basic 
difference between these two actors based on organizational characteristics is that, politicians 
are transitory and bureaucrats are undying and to some extent politicians characterized by the 
values of patrimonialism whereas, bureaucracy is by the rational-legal system.  
 
Therefore, the nature of accountability is also different which determines mode of 
relationship. To verify these differences between political and bureaucratic accountability, the 
sample respondents were asked an open question ―You know accountability is the key to 
governance. You are accountable to whom and how do you ensure your accountability?‖ To 
this question, most of the sample politicians replied that they are accountable to both the UZP 
and the people. In this respect, one elected politician said that ―We are elected by the people 
for the time being. We are to maintain our accountability to them. At the same time, we can 
do nothing by passing the UZP.‖ On the other hand, most of the bureaucrats replied that they 
are accountable to their higher administrative authority and they are maintaining their 
accountability following the rules and regulations of the governance. In this respect, one 
bureaucrat said that ―We are performing our roles and responsibilities according to the 
directives of central government, and following the rules and regulations. We are to clarify 
for any deviation from this to the central government as well as our higher administrative 
authority.‖ Therefore, empirical data provides ample evidence of distinction between political 
accountability and bureaucratic accountability. However, according to dichotomous and 
mutuality model of relations political and bureaucratic accountability will be democratic and 
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shared respectively. But the separate accountability of politicians and bureaucrats implies that 
it belongs to neither dichotomous nor mutual-interaction relational models.     
 
8.6 Local Politicians and Bureaucrats: Conflict and Cooperation 
 
As we stated earlier that, politicians and bureaucrats are an integral part of the governance 
and policy process of the administration. The relation between the two actors effectively 
determines the nature of the governance and the overall political development of a country, 
and the degree of success or failure in governing process depends on the relationship between 
them. However, we got a very puzzling perception on politics-bureaucracy relations in the 
context of local government of Bangladesh from the previous empirical analysis, although we 
have identified a particular pattern of conflicting relation with bureaucratic domination. But 
what finally emerged between them – conflict or cooperation is a very important query? 
Thus, this section seeks to explore the factors that influenced the conflicting relation between 
politicians and bureaucrats according to their own views. In doing so, there was an open 
ended question to the sample respondents ―Is there any conflict between politicians and 
bureaucrats in this Upazila?  And would you please say in which ground the most of the 
conflict occurs between local elected politician and bureaucrats?‖ The respondent‘s opinions 
are presented in the tables 8.10 and 8.11 respectively. 
 
Table 8.10 
Respondent’s Views on Conflict between Politicians and Bureaucrats (by N& %) 
Category of 
Respondent 
Assessing Conflict in Relation 
 
Total 
Yes No No Response 
Politicians 32(45.71%) 25(35.71%) 13(18.57%) 70(100%) 
Bureaucrats 12(17.14%) 37(52.85%) 21(30.0%) 70(100%) 
General People 44(31.4%) 35(25.0%) 61(43.6%) 140(100%) 
Total  88(31.42%) 97(34.64%) 95(33.92%) 280(100%) 
 
Source: Field Survey 
 
To identify the conflict between local elected politicians and bureaucrats in the Upazila 
administration, the respondents were very shaky and they were confused too, as overall, 
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88(31.42%) respondents hold that conflict exist, 97(34.64%) respondents hold that there is no 
conflict and almost more than one third 95(33.92%) respondents were refrained from 
providing any answer either yes or no, they were in no response category. In particular, 
politicians are more unequivocal than bureaucrats; whether 45.71% politicians believe that 
conflict exist between them while 17.14% bureaucrats admit this. One important observation 
in this regard is that, there is a tendency to elude the real fact among the respondents.  The 
empirical data reveals that, apparently, the conflict between local elected politicians and 
bureaucrats is less and the relation between them is amicable.  
 
However, the reality is different. There is a perception among the three categories of 
respondent that the relation between them is not amicable in real sense. Tension and 
temptation of dominance exist between them. However, the respondents those who were 
silent in providing the answer, they also assumed that triangulation of conflict are existed in 
the Upazila among UZP Chairman, UNO and MPs, but for special reason they did not 
wanted to disclose their opinion directly.  In this respect, one sample politician‘ and 
bureaucrat‘ remark is notable here: one politician said ―as an elected representative of the 
people of the Upazila, it would be my discredit if I openly confess that there is existed 
conflict between us and then question would be raised on my managing capability. Thus, I 
have been refrained from providing any answer. I would be happy if you don‘t 
misunderstand me.‖ One sample bureaucrat also thinks alike and he said that – 
 
There is a proverb that always speaks the truth, but it is very difficult to maintain in the context of 
administration. Truly speaking, if I convey the real fact what is happened in our relationship then not only the 
relation between politicians and bureaucrats but also and even though our husband-wife relations would likely 
be broken. The relation is more difficult and complex that you may estimate. However, at the end of the day we 
try to reach a compromise, as neither the bureaucrats nor the politicians can survive without each other.  
 
These two statements made it clear to us that, why a large number of respondents were 
refrained from providing any answer exactly. It was more clearly opened up when we asked 
another question ―Why conflict occurs or what are the grounds of conflict? In this regard, the 
following grounds of conflict have been identified and categorized on the basis of 
respondent‘s opinion (only politicians‘ and bureaucrats‘ multi-responses opinions are 
counted) on conflict issues which are presented in the table 8.11.  
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Table 8.11 
Factors contribute to conflicting relationship between politicians and Bureaucrats 
Respondent’ Views on Grounds of Conflict Politicians Bureaucrats 
 
Budget allocation, project selection and implementation 85.6 78.5 
Interference to each other‘s jurisdiction 85.2 75.0 
When both the actors pursue their personal interest by practice of 
power and benefits 
63.7 56.8 
Vagueness of legal framework and issuing different directives in 
different times by the central government 
91.4 25.7 
Priority selection in development activities specially, GR, TR, VGD, 
VGF, KABIKHA, KABITA etc. 
62.3 84.6 
Lack of necessary experience and knowledge of politicians 58.2 86.1 
Advisory Role of the Member of Parliament (MP) 69.8 62.7 
Lack of understanding between politicians and bureaucrats  64.5 56.0 
If  don‘t trust each other 52.7 47.5 
If problems are not discussed openly and regularly 68.9 63.4 
Sense of ownership of the Upazila 82.4 55.3 
In controlling of Upazila officers (specially ACR) 76.3 54.2 
Duel rule of administration 78.7 27.5 
Complain of autocratic attitude of UNO vis-à-vis UZP Chairman 68.5 62.4 
Superiority complex 72.4 24.3 
In the question of corruption and accountability 62.9 54.2 
Improper and unexpected demand of politicians 24.0 70.5 
Grouping among the officers of Upazila administration 61.8 21.2 
Source: Field Survey 
 
The respondents assessment or their perceptions on ground of conflict reveals that although 
they have a tendency to ignore the notion of conflict in the governance process of the UZP 
but in practice, there is an enormous reasons of conflict between local elected politicians and 
bureaucrats that is identified by themselves also. Interestingly, both the politicians and 
bureaucrats are preserving synonymous character in the identification of the ground of 
conflict in some cases and simultaneously antagonize in some cases. Thus, the two items at 
the top of the table 8.11 show that most of the politicians and bureaucrats believe that 
rigorous conflict arise in the context of budget allocation, project selection and 
implementation, as well as interference to each other‘s jurisdiction. Similar trend is 
observable in the context of when both the actors pursue their personal interest by practice of 
power and benefits, advisory role of the Member of Parliament (MP) and complain of 
autocratic attitude of UNO vis-à-vis UZP Chairman.  
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In contrast, disagreement is also observable in the ground of conflict in some cases. Like, 
most of the politicians think that serious conflict occur for the ambiguity of legal framework 
and issuing different directives in time to time by the central government but the bureaucrats 
seem this as lack of necessary experience and knowledge of politicians. On the other hand, 
politicians think that they own the UZP more than that of bureaucrats as they are the 
permanent inhabitance of there. Thus, in the question of sense of ownership of the Upazila 
conflict occur between them, although 55.3% bureaucrats also admit this case. Similarly, duel 
rule of administration and superiority complex of administrators are other important case of 
conflict according to the views of politicians. In this respect, one sample politician said that 
―According to the order of hierarchy, I belong to upper hierarchy than UNO. He is supposed 
to address me as ―Sir‖ as administrative norms and values. However, he never addresses me 
as ―Sir‖ rather; he addresses me as ―Chairman Shaheb‖. It seems that they always suffer from 
superiority complex as bureaucrat.‖ But administrators mostly ignore these arguments.  
 
On the other hand, bureaucrats arise some reasons of conflict that are differed by the 
politicians. For example, 70.5% bureaucrats believe that improper and unexpected demand of 
politicians is one of the most important reasons of conflict between politicians and 
bureaucrats but only 24.0% politicians admit this argument. Same tendency is observable in 
the context of priority selection of developmental activities where local politicians want to 
lead that caused conflict with bureaucrats. In the ground of corruption, both are corrupt but 
there is a tendency to pass the buck on each other. In sum, the empirical evidence shows that 
the relations between local elected politicians and bureaucrats are not amicable as a whole in 
all sample areas with some exceptions. Indeed, bureaucrats often found politicians creating 
obstacles and interference to their jurisdictions. On the other hand, politicians found 
bureaucrats important barrier of their legitimate role performance as an elected 
representatives. This opposite sentiment of both the actors creates lots of logical ground of 
conflict between them which have been observed in the previous analysis. Interestingly, in 
this race of conflict bureaucrats use politicians against politicians. For example, local 
bureaucrats try to do everything bypassing and ignoring local elected politicians (UZP 
Chairman) maintaining good relations with central politicians like Member of Parliament 
(MP). As a result, triangulation of conflict exists at the UZP in the pursuance of governance 
and developmental activities. So, the role of MP is the most important factor of undermine 
the status of UZP chairman at the UZP.     
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8.7 Role of the Member of Parliament in Bangladesh: In Light of the Rules 
of Business and the Constitution of Bangladesh 
 
Two strata of analysis can be identified in the context of role of MPs at the local government: 
firstly, according to the legal-institutional provisions truly they have no authority or 
discretionary over the activities of the UZP, which is sharply contradictory with the 
constitutional provisions. On the other hand, the MPs have constitutional and legal 
jurisdiction to involving in the activities of his constituency area.Let us make it clear the real 
puzzle. Members of Parliament (MPs) are elected to represent the people. Part of their work 
as public representatives is done inside Parliament and part of it is done directly with citizens 
during constituency weeks. In Bangladesh, all Members of Parliament are elected by voters 
of the constituency. According to the Rules of Business, all members (except Ministers) will 
remain ‗Private Members‘ and they do not hold personal office in the Parliament (GPRB, 
2001). According to The Constitution of the People‘s Republic of Bangladesh, ‗there shall be 
a Parliament for Bangladesh (to be known as the House of the Nation) in which subject to the 
provisions of this Constitution, shall be vested the legislative powers of the Republic‘ (Article 
65 (1)). According to Article 65(1), MPs are vested with legislative powers of the Republic 
and so their supreme obligation is to formulate, modify various legislations with a view to 
administering country in righteous ways following the peoples‘ aspiration as the Article 7(1) 
confirms that all powers in the Republic belong to the people.  
 
The Constitution has rendered the Parliament a supreme honour considering MPs sensible 
and responsible citizens. For instance, Articles 78(1), 78(2), 78(3), 78(4) render the special 
immunity to MPs and they are not accountable to any court for their utterance in any 
parliamentary session. Unfortunately, in the past, many MPs misused this privilege and 
turned the Parliament into unprofessional and unethical discussion forum. To make the 
Parliament effective, Article 76 dictates for appointing Standing Committees of Parliament 
on different issues of public importance. These highly empowered committees should 
examine draft bills and other legislative proposals, review the enforcement of laws and 
monitor the activities of the concerned ministries.  
 
 
The roles that most parliamentarians fulfill are often summarized as representative, legislator 
and scrutinizer of the government. The first refers to the fact that MPs have been elected to 
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parliament as representatives of their electorates. The second reflects what most people see as 
the central responsibility of an MP, to pass legislation, whether original or changes to existing 
acts. The third covers the scrutiny or oversight that parliamentarians are expected to exercise 
over the workings of the executive including the implementation of laws passed by the 
parliament. This function also extends to the support or criticism of proposals placed before 
parliament by the government and in the committee systems in the parliamentary 
government. 
 
According to Article 59(1) the local government bodies in every administrative unit of the 
republic are the major actors of all sorts of local development works. The Parliament has 
something to do for the local government and this is also defined in the constitution. Article 
60 has clearly defined, ―….. Parliament shall, by law, confer powers on the local government 
bodies, including power to impose taxes for local purposes, to prepare their budgets and to 
maintain funds‖. So the Parliament is constitutionally bound to provide the local government 
bodies with full autonomy. But in practically, MPs regularly attends in the Upazila Parishad 
meetings and takes dominant role in the policy making and governance. As a result, a variety 
of relationships can be found such as confluctual, collusion and subordination (Ahmed et al., 
2010).   
 
8.7.1 Politics of Development and Decentralization: the way MPs were empowered in 
the Local Government 
After the independence of Bangladesh, the country has been ruled by six successive regimes 
(Panday and Asaduzzaman, 2011). The history reveals that every successive regime was keen 
to involve MPs in the local government. First regime (1972-1975), Awami League-led 
government in the very first year of its rule made several attempts to replace the traditional 
local leadership with the local rank and file of their party. In 1972, the government abolished 
the Pakistani union council system and formed "union panchayets" with government 
nominated members and also formed "Union Relief Committees‖. Lawmakers along with 
local party wings selected members for the two bodies that played a vital role in distributing 
relief materials and carrying out construction and rehabilitation work (Khan, 2000; Rahman, 
1997; Sarker, 1997;). Therefore, legislators got great scope to consolidate their power by 
picking people loyal to them for the two bodies. The venture failed to serve the government's 
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purpose; rather it spoiled the government's image largely for widespread corruption of relief 
committees, contributing to Awami League-backed candidates' massive defeat in 1973 union 
council elections.  
 
In 1975, the then Awami League government abolished the elected local government system 
and introduced a new system. A district governor then headed administration at the district 
level. BAKSAL was introduced and the traditional local government was supplanted by party 
machinery. Alongside members of the public service and members of BAKSAL, some 
lawmakers were also appointed as district governors who were empowered to control all 
government offices and departments at district level. The second regime (1975-1981) 
introduced four tires local government after the military grabbed state power. Utilising local 
government bodies, military ruler Ziaur Rahman consolidated his power and formed the 
political party BNP. By the end of 1980, Zia introduced a new structure of rural institutions, 
Swanirvar Gram Sarkar (Self-Reliant village government) in 68,000 Bangladesh villages, 
marginalizing the union parishads. MPs took chairmanship of district and thana level Gram 
Sarkar Coordination Committees to ensure control over the rural areas (Huque, 1988). The 
then government claimed that Gram Sarkars were formed to ensure people's participation in 
the development process at the grassroots. But for the first time, politics was localized and 
institutionalized by it.  
 
Grabbing state power in a military coup in 1982, General HM Ershad abolished the 
unpopular Gram Sarkar system and he introduced the upazila system following the 
decentralization policy in the third regime (1982-1990), which established command over 
local affairs in absence of MPs. A major change was initiated in the local government system 
through the introduction of the Local Government (Upazila Parishad and Upazila 
Administration Reorganization) Ordinance in 1982. The emergence of MPs through the third 
parliamentary election in 1986 triggered conflict between lawmakers and Upazila Parishad 
Chairmen. Irrespective of party affiliation, MPs were looking forward to cut the authority of 
Upazila, as they did not have formal control over local administration. Finally, Ershad-led 
government introduced Zilla Parishad Act in 1988 that made MPs chairmen of the District 
Parishads to coordinate all development activities under the districts (Ahmed, 2009).  
 
After the fall of military rule three successive regimes have completed their tenure after 
restoration of democratic system. During its tenure, the government could not provide an 
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alternative democratic form of local government. Assuming office in 1991, BNP-led 
government abolished the upazila system and formed Thana Unnayn Samannay Committee at 
the upazila level to work as a coordinating and development body.  After the restoration of 
parliamentary democracy in 1991 the Upazila system had been abolished and the presidential 
ordinance promulgated providing for the abolition of the UZP. This ordinance ―empowered 
the central government to assume responsibilities for functions previously performed by the 
UZP‖ (Ahmed, 2009: 163). Moreover, Thana Development and Coordination Committee 
which introduced by Khaleda Zia government empowered the non-elected bureaucrats in 
state of local elected politicians. At the same time MPs were nominated advisors of the 
committee. The committee had responsibility to coordinate among Ups, ZPs, and thana 
administration to review development projects (Siddique, 2005).  
 
MPs were made advisers to the bodies in the Upazilas under their respective constituencies. 
In 1996, Awami League came to power and they constituted a Local Government 
Commission and came up with a Report on Local Government Institutions Strengthening in 
May 1997. The Commission has recommended a four-tier local government structure 
including Gram/Palli (Village) Parishad, Union Parishad, Thana/Upazila Parishad and Zila 
(District) Parishad. Still now the three tiers of local government, Union Parishad, Upazila 
Parishad and Zila Parishad are prevailing in the local government structure of Bangladesh. 
Awami League government passed the upazila Act in 1998 (GOB, 1998).This 
decentralization journey obviously aim to more participation of local people through local 
institution building, like developing local leadership and accountable bureaucratic officials 
(Rahman, 2010). In 1998, the AL-led government revived the UZP by enacting a law that 
made MPs advisers to the UZP under their respective constituencies. Lastly, two-years long 
caretaker government restore the Upazila system in 2008 through an Ordinance empowering 
the UZP a truly free and independent local government body directly elected by the people 
and omitted the provision of the UZP act that made MPs advisers. Later, the present 
government reintroduced the repealed UZP Act of 1998 with provisions for making MPs 
advisors.In fact, the UNO, who is the secretary to the Parishads, running the UZP on the 
advice of MPs. This is how the elected chairman and the council remain ineffective and 
dependent to the UNO and MP. Thus, there were two questions to the respondents that ―Who 
maintain good relation with local MP?‖ And ―How do you assess the role of MP in the 
UZP?‖ The respondents‘ data are outlined in the tables 8.12 and 8.13.   
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Overall empirical data reveals that UNO keep and maintain good relation to the MP more 
than that of UZP chairman. However, in particular, 57.1% elected politicians think that 
bureaucrats maintain good relations with local MP ignoring them. On the other hand, 55.7% 
bureaucrats think that UZPC maintain good relation with MP as a political colleague. Here 
we also observe the same blame game that was observed in the case of corruption. But 
general people specially those who have frequently contact to the UZP, hold that UNO 
maintain good relation with local MP than that of elected chairman of the UZP. However, to 
what extent of this kind of relations are expected or whether the role of MPs at the UZP are 
fostering or hindering the performance of the UZP is an important question. Thus, the second 
question was asked to the respondents and the empirical evidence shows that most of the 
local elected politicians and also general people think that the roles (shown in table 8.13 
which they are now performing) of MPs at the UZP are not so important. But most of the 
bureaucrats hold that the UZP is bound to follow the order and obey the want of the local MP 
as he or she is the adviser of the UZP. Likewise, local MPs are felt more comfort to use the 
administrative power of UNO to implement development activities rather than elected UZPC 
even if, he is a man of the same political party. This advisory role of MP to the UZP is the 
main hindrance of effective local governance which expedites political as well as intra party 
conflict in local politics and administration in Bangladesh. It is, therefore, necessary to assess 
the effects of this conflicting relation on local governance and development more evidently.     
 
 
Table 8.12 
Actor who maintain good relation with MP (respondents’ views) 
Respondent  
Category 
Actors Maintain Good Relations with Local MP 
 
Total 
UZPC UNO Both No Reply  
Politicians 27(38.6) 40 (57.1) 3 (4.3) 0 (0) 70(100) 
Bureaucrats 39 (55.7) 22 (31.4) 9 (12.9) 0 (0) 70(100) 
General People 58 (41.4) 64 (45.7) 10 (7.1) 8 (5.7) 140(100) 
Total 124 (44.3) 126 (45.0) 22 (7.9) 8 (2.9) 280(100) 
 
Source: Field Survey 
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Table 8.13 
Respondent Assessment of the Role of MP in the UZP (N=280) 
Roles Role Assessment 
Very Important Not 
Important 
Supervision on development project 124 156 
Project selection and implementation 113 167 
Preparation of budget of the UZP 105 175 
Agenda setting and decision making in UZP meeting 110 170 
Role on daily activities of the UZP 104 176 
Role of the UZP tendering process 101 179 
Selection of beneficiaries for social safety net 
programmes 
98 182 
Others 92 188 
 
Source: Field Survey 
 
8.8 Assessing the Relational Effects on Local Governance and Development 
 
Effective local governance and development is a constitutional as well as political priority of 
the government of Bangladesh. Nevertheless, every successive regime has continuously been 
failed to establish effective local governance in local levels. Now the question is – how does 
the local development activities and governing process affect by the conflicting relations? As 
we pointed out earlier in this study that, governance has considered and operationalized from 
the public policy perspective and as the process and manner of power relationships among the 
authoritative actors – how power is exercised, how decisions are made on local public affairs 
and the interaction between institutions and public service stake holders, and development as 
an outcome of governance. Consequently, apart from the analysis of the models of politics-
bureaucracy relations, there is also an attempt in this study to explore the relational effects on 
local governance and development and thus, the two theoretical propositions or hypotheses 
were formulated relating to politics-bureaucracy relations, governance and development 
among the three theoretical propositions.  
 
There are two separate parts of each of these propositions; relational, governance and 
developmental. Meanwhile, we have tried to explore the relational part of the propositions in 
the previous analysis and find distorted self-image and conflicting relationship, and the local 
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government institution (particularly UZP) is controlled by the regulations of central 
government which maneuver the scope for bureaucratic domination resulting conflictual 
relationship between the local elected politicians and the local official bureaucrats.  
 
This study has tried to identify this pattern by applying both the qualitative and quantitative 
techniques on empirical data analysis emphasizing on principal role conditions and 
governance attributes of theoretical models. In this section, we have tried to explore the 
second part of the propositions – assessing the relational effects on local governance and 
development. Upholding the earlier conceptualization, local governance and development has 
measured by five indicators: (1) role performance and rule application, (2) collective decision 
and action, (3) accountability & transparency, (4) infrastructural development, and (5) public 
service delivery. Quantitative data have been explained using 4 points Likert Scale along with 
Ordinal Logistic Regression of Estimation (Model 1-5) based on five Indicators by Social 
Background, Role Perception, Self -Image and Mutual Interaction Variables. At the same 
time, normative or qualitative perceptions of the respondents are also considered on 
governance and development.  
 
Let us first examine the normative perceptions of respondents on governance and 
development. To examine the respondent‘s perceptions on governance and development, an 
open ended question was asked to all respondents, like ―What do you mean by governance 
and development?‖ The respondents‘ idea is outline bellow. 
 
Table 8.14 
Respondent’s Individual Ideas on Governance and Development (N=189) 
Respondent’ Ideas Category of Respondents 
Politicians Bureaucrats 
 
General 
Peoples 
Governance means maintaining of law and order, and 
development means infrastructural  and 
communicational development 
19 6 27 
Governance means rule of law, and development 
means poverty reduction, ensuring proper services to 
the peoples 
11 10 15 
Governance means the rule of the person who is likely 
to be good man and non-corrupt, and development 
means the construction of roads, bridges, culverts, 
schools, colleges and other institutions  
9 7 12 
Governance means to govern on the basis of existing 
rules and regulations, and development means to reach 
- 13 7 
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the services to the people abruptly.   
Governance is planning, and development is 
implementation of that planning 
- 4 - 
Governance is allocation of resources, and 
development is proper use of that resources for 
betterment 
6 - - 
Governance is the government which is established on 
the consent of the people, and development is 
satisfying of the demand of the people 
4 - 5 
Governance means impartial rule and justice, and 
development is the supply of necessary goods and 
services  
- - 5 
Governance means accountable and transparent rule, 
and development is the outcome of that transparent  
rule 
- 14 4 
Others - - 11 
Total  49 54 86 
 
Source: Field Survey 
 
The empirical data of this question reveals that 21 politicians, 16 bureaucrats and 54 general 
peoples have no clear idea on governance and development among the sample respondents, 
and thus they did not provide any answer to the question. On the other hand, the rest of the 
189 respondents those who were provided their individual perceptions, understanding and 
opinions on the notion of governance and development are outlined in the table 8.14. The 
empirical data reveals that near about one third of the total respondents have no clear ideas on 
governance and development. The ratio of politicians, bureaucrats and general peoples of this 
category are 30%, 22.85% and 38.57% respectively. Moreover, there is a substantial 
difference among the respondents‘ perception of governance and development. Most of the 
politicians and general people hold that governance means maintaining of law and order, and 
development means infrastructural and communicational development. On the contrary, 
bureaucrats emphasize different aspects in defining governance and development. They 
overly concern to govern on the basis of existing rules and regulations, accountable and 
transparent rule in defining governance. And they define development as the outcome of that 
transparent rule and to reach the services to the people abruptly. 
 
Whatever may be the perceptional difference on conceptual illustration of governance and 
development among the respondents, overall, application of existing rules and regulations, 
accountability and transparency are the major concern of governance, and infrastructural 
development and service delivery are the main concern of local development according to the 
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perceptions of the sample respondents. Thus, to measure the politico-bureaucratic conflicting 
relational effects on local governance and development there was a question to all categories 
of respondents that ―You know the politico-bureaucratic conflicting relations have 
multidimensional impacts. How does the politico-bureaucratic conflict impact and how far do 
you agree with the statements on the following issues listed below?‖ The findings reported in 
the table 8.15. As we made the proposition that conflicting relation between local elected 
politicians and bureaucrats might affect the level of governance and development. Thus, for 
more clear understanding about the relational effects on local governance and development, 
we have categorized it into five variables and the mean scores of each of the items have been 
measured through a four-point Likert Scale. 
 
Accordingly, the first variable or indicator deals with is the impact of conflicting relation on 
rule application and individual agent‘s role performance; the second issue was related to 
collective decisions and actions that might be affected if always conflict occurs between 
politicians and bureaucrats; the third issue was concerned with accountability and 
transparency; the fourth and fifth issues were infrastructural development and public service 
delivery which have linked to politico-bureaucratic interface. The empirical data reveals that 
conflicting relations between politicians and bureaucrats affect the levels of local governance 
and development although there are some variations of assessment among the three 
categories of respondents. The highest negative effect of conflicting relation can be identified 
on rule application and role performance. That means rule application and individual agent‘s 
role performance of elected politicians and bureaucrats are being hampered by the conflicting 
relations as overall 136(48.57%) and 85(30.36%) respondents of the total respondent strongly 
agree and agree with the statement respectively. The overall mean score shows the ―strong 
effect‖ where the score is 2.15 and 1.02 standard deviation. Similar negative ―strong effect‖ 
is also observable on collective decisions and actions. It reveals that if conflicts exist then 
collective decisions and actions are affected and to some extent impossible. But the 
quantitative data, specially, according to the statistical analysis of others three items 
demonstrate ―moderate effect‖. It reveals that, ensuring transparency and accountability, 
public service delivery, and infrastructural development are not impossible yet the relation is 
conflicting and as the relational effect is moderate on these variables. It would not be 
exaggeration that it‘s an important finding which can be seen as the unexposed symbiotic 
condition of politics-bureaucracy relations in Bangladesh as a post-colonial state.     
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More explicitly, according to the survey data and opinions of respondents, in spite of 
conflicting relation between politicians and bureaucrats the development process of 
Bangladesh is being continued although the development process is being delayed but not 
denied and ensuring accountability and transparency is not impossible in this kind of 
relationship as ―the countervailing forces generated in the process create a level playing 
field‖ (Mitra, 2010:458). However, the role actors‘ as well as citizen‘ satisfactions are 
important consideration to measure the governance and development functions of local 
government. In this respect, to be more specific, the respondents were asked a direct question 
―how far the condition of governance and development has been improved or not after 
activation of the UZP?‖ The respondents‘ data are presented in the table 8.16.      
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Table 8.15 
Respondents’ Assessment of the impacts of Conflicting Relation on Local Governance and Development  
Governance and Development 
Indicators 
Respondent 
Category 
 
Assessment the level of Impacts 
 
Total 
N=280 
Mean 
Score  x  
Std. 
Deviation 
P
2x  
(Sig. L) 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Disagree Don’t 
Know 
Rule application and individual 
agent‘s role performance is being 
hampered 
Politician 34(48.57) 18(25.71) 12(17.14) 6(8.57) 70(100) 2.14 0.99  
Bureaucrats 31(44.28) 23(32.86) 8(11.43) 8(11.43) 70(100) 2.10 1.01  
General people 71(50.71) 44(31.43) 5(3.57) 20(14.29) 140(100) 2.19 1.04  
 136(48.57) 85(30.36) 25(8.93) 34(12.14) 280(100) 2.15 1.02 .01 
Collective decisions and actions 
are impossible if always conflict 
occurs 
Politicians 19(27.14) 27(38.57) 10(14.28) 14(20.00) 70(100) 1.73 1.08  
Bureaucrats 25(35.71) 33(47.14) 12(17.14) -(-) 70(100) 2.18 0.71  
General people 55(39.29) 59(42.14) 10(7.14) 16(11.42) 140(100) 2.09 0.96  
 99(35.36) 119(42.50) 32(11.43) 30(10.71) 280(100) 2.03 0.95 .01 
Ensuring accountability and 
transparency are almost 
impossible 
Politicians 12(17.14) 17(24.28) 22(31.42) 19(27.14) 70(100) 1.31 1.06  
Bureaucrats 11(15.71) 23(32.86) 27(38.57) 9(12.86) 70(100) 1.51 0.91  
General people 27(19.29) 21(15.00) 60(42.86) 32(22.86) 140(100) 1.31 1.03  
 50(17.86) 61(21.79) 109(38.93) 60(21.43) 280(100) 1.36 1.01 .01 
The infrastructural development 
is being delayed and denied   
Politicians 32(45.71) 24(34.29) 14(20.00) -(-) 70(100) 2.26 0.77  
Bureaucrats 18(25.71) 21(30.00) 31(44.29) -(-) 70(100) 1.81 0.82  
General people 42(30.00) 65(46.43) 15(10.71) 18(12.86) 140(100) 1.94 0.96  
 92(32.86) 110(39.29) 60(21.43) 18(6.43) 280(100) 1.99 0.90 .01 
Mostly affects the public service 
delivery 
Politicians 23(32.86) 27(38.57) 20(28.57) -(-) 70(100) 2.04 0.79  
Bureaucrats 13(18.57) 28(40.00) 29(41.43) -(-) 70(100) 1.77 0.75  
General people 67(47.86) 32(22.86) 13(9.28) 28(20.00) 140(100) 1.99 1.18  
 103(36.79) 87(31.07) 62(22.14) 28(10.00) 280(100) 1.95 0.99 .01 
 
Note: The mean score 3–2.01 suggesting ―strong effect‖, mean score 2.00–1.01 suggesting ―moderate effect‖, mean score 1.00–0.01 
suggesting ―weak effect‖, and mean score 0–0 indicating ―insignificant effect‖
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Table 8.16 
Respondent’s Views on Present Condition of Governance and Development (N=280) 
 
Respondent  
Category 
Levels of Assessment Total 
Improved Remain 
the Same 
Deteriorated Don‘t Know 
Politicians 36(51.4) 33 (47.1) 1(1.4) 0 (0) 70(100) 
Bureaucrats 36 (51.4) 29(41.4) 1(1.4) 4(5.7) 70(100) 
General People 71(50.7) 63(45.0) 3(2.1) 3(2.1) 140(100) 
Total 143(51.07) 125(44.64) 5(1.79) 7(2.5) 280(100) 
Source: Field Survey 
 
 
The estimated overall governance status of the UZP apparently exhibits the improve status of 
governance and development nonetheless it does not demonstrate high status or impressive 
picture of governance as a whole. Furthermore, 143 (51.07%) respondents think that governance 
and development conditions of the UZP have been improved while 125(44.64%) respondents 
think that governance and developmental conditions of the UZP are remain in the same 
condition. In this circumstance, if we measure the level of governance and development by 
comparing the mean score then it also belonged to the middle range of the score where the 
calculated score is 2.74 whereas the standard deviation is .77.  
 
The empirical data and the statistical calculation of the level of governance and development at 
the local level reveals that in spite of conflicting relation between local elected politicians and 
bureaucrats the levels of governance and development is being increased up. In this 
extraordinary condition and context of governance of Bangladesh, it is necessary to explore the 
performance and the satisfactions of the respondents. In addition, in this study, to assess the 
relational effects on local governance and development various activities has been taken into 
account. In this connection, the functioning or performance of the UZP and the level of 
satisfactions of the major stakeholders are also considered. 
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Table 8.17 
Respondents' Opinions on the Functioning of UZP and Degree of Satisfaction (by Number) 
Respondent 
Category 
Levels of functioning Degree of satisfaction Total 
Good Moderate Not 
Good 
No 
Reply 
Satisfied Partly 
Satisfied 
Not 
Satisfied 
No 
Reply 
Local Politicians 3 43 23 1 2 26 30 12 70 
Local Bureaucrats 
 
3 
 
47 
 
20 
 
0 
 
0 
 
30 
 
32 
 
8 
 
70 
 General People 5 68 63 4 6 32 50 52 140 
Total 11 158 106 5 8 88 112 72 280 
 
Source: Field Survey 
 
Thus, the respondents were asked the questions on functioning of the UZP and of their 
satisfaction of functioning and service delivery mechanisms of the UPZ as an important tier of 
the local government of Bangladesh. The quantitative analysis of empirical data (table 8.17) 
clearly indicates that the performance of the UZP is moderate in considering the levels of 
functioning, and none of the stakeholders are fully satisfied. The mean score of the two items 
related to functioning and the levels of satisfactions are 2.31 and 2.24 while the standard 
deviations are .58 and .52 respectively which indicates overall the moderate levels of functioning 
of the UZP, and the satisfactions of the stakeholders (see the appendix for more data).    
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Table: 8.18 
Multiple Ordinal Logistic Regression of Governance and Development Estimation Based on Five indicators by Social 
Background, Role Perception, and Self Image and Mutual Interaction Variables 
 
Independent Variables Model-1 
(Dependent Indicator-1) 
Model-2 
(Dependent Indicator-2) 
Model-3 
(Dependent Indicator-3) 
Model-4 
(Dependent Indicator-4) 
Model-5 
(Dependent Indicator-5) 
 Coef. Std. Err. Coef. Std. Err. Coef. Std. Err. Coef. Std. Err. Coef. Std. Err. 
Social Background Variable           
Age -.014 .049 -.076 .063 .024 .054 .082 .065 -.079 .108 
Education -.304** .245 -.022 .315 .132 .297 -.253 .359 1.693** .731 
Occupation  -.941** .310 -.293 .367 -.271 .329 .363 .344 .548 .605 
Experience -.129 .258 .582 .366 -.474 .326 -.228 .344 .455 .581 
Family Background -.814 .668 -.178 .732 -.030 .773 .153 1.041 2.653*** 1.467 
Parents Occupation -.168 .291 .508 .393 -.207 .321 .360 .407 -.849 .722 
Parents Yearly Income -.044 .140 .066 .172 .002 .169 -.435** .207 -.413 .445 
Role Perception Variables           
Role Evaluation -.148 .211 -.144 .260 .006 .233 -.208 .289 .484 .553 
Distinct Role Perception -1.993*** 1.10 1.604 1.299 -2.557** 1.280 -2.143*** 1.259 2.275 5.815 
Specific Role Perception .046 .218 -.096 .2828 .475*** .268 .0183 .287 -.346 .613 
Self-Image and Mutual 
Interaction Variables 
          
V -1 .888 .750 1.113 1.022 3.328* 1.122 .287 .976 1.971 2.308 
V-2 1.184*** .709 3.145* 1.227 2.111* 1.017 .939 .910 -2.673 1.964 
V-3 .126 .676 .096 .956 .526 .9178 .457 .893 -2.317 2.356 
V-4 2.653* .880 .963 1.129 1.417 1.014 .051 .889 .658 1.823 
V-5 -.323 .749 8.486* 2.590 4.289* 1.255 1.505*** .813 7.128** 2.864 
V-6 .477 .587 1.595*** .837 -.243 .761 1.186 .942 -1.750 1.791 
V-7 1.051 .968 3.272*** 1.864 .399 .993 .688 .941 4.027 2.569 
V-8 .182 1.002 .883 1.147 2.286 1.391 .375 1.046 4.145 5.102 
V-9 -1.297 .925 -3.366** 1.631 2.827** 1.145 -.406 1.007 3.412 2.196 
V-10 -.412 1.004 .843 1.494 -.198 1.239 .681 1.135 .385 1.929 
V-11 1.481 1.110 4.439** 1.876 -.041 1.105 2.096*** 1.110 -5.420 5.327 
V-12 .862 .912 -3.775** 1.484 1.487*** .811 1.038 .981 .505 1.999 
V-13 .392 .579 .408 .822 -1.368 .832 1.350 .783 3.730*** 2.081 
V-14 .557 .838 1.303 1.413 -2.094** 1.014 -.662 .964 4.041*** 2.401 
 N= 140 Prob > chi2= 
0.00 
N =140 Prob > chi2= 
0.00 
N =140 Prob > chi2= 
0.00 
N =140 Prob > chi2= 
0.00 
N =140 Prob > 
chi2= 0.00 
 Pseudo 
R2= 0.6104 
Log 
likelihood= 
-66.759973 
Pseudo 
R2=0.7498 
Log 
likelihood= 
-43.712058 
Pseudo 
R2=0.7502 
Log 
likelihood= -
47.007733 
Pseudo 
R2=0.7479 
Log 
likelihood= 
-38.72425 
Pseudo 
R2=0.8877 
Log 
likelihood= 
-17.044254 
 
Note: *, **, and *** denote significance level at 10%, 5% and 1% respectively for each variable. Coef. = Coefficient, Std. Err. = Standard Errors. Indicator-1: 
Rule application and individual agent‘s role performance is being hampered. Indicator-2: Collective decisions and actions are impossible if always conflict 
occurs. Indicator-3: Ensuring accountability and transparency are almost impossible. Indicator-4: The infrastructural development is being delayed and denied.  
Indicator-5: Mostly affects the public service delivery.
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Explanation of Models:  
In the above table it shows Prob > chi2=0.0000 that means regression model is significant as a 
whole where some common characteristics or variables have been tested through politicians and 
bureaucrats perceptions. That means Indicator-1(rule application and individual agents‘ role 
performance) of Governance and Development can be estimated through social background, role 
perception, and self-image and mutual interaction variables. The Pseudo R2= 0.6104 indicates 
61% variation can be explained through this model. Statistical Model 1 shows that two social 
background variables; education and occupation are negatively associated to rule application and 
role performance. The educational and occupational variations of politicians and bureaucrats are 
responsible for conflicting relation and rule application and role performance. Similarly, 
distinctive role perceptions of politicians and bureaucrats are negatively associated to politics-
bureaucracy relations, governance and development. On the other hand, self-image and mutual 
interaction variables are significant and positively associated with relations, governance and 
development estimation. For example, opposite tendency
54
 of politicians and bureaucrats to rules 
and regulations in governance and lack of mutual trust are positively associated. That means if 
both the actors are hold mistrust and opposite perceptions then, rule application and individual 
agents‘ role performance are being hampered equally. Overall, distinctive role perception, 
education and occupation of politicians and bureaucrats are significant and negatively associated 
and opposite role perception and mistrust to each other are positively associated with the 
estimation based on Indicator-1 and Model-1. 
 
Model 2 shows Prob > chi2=0.0000 that means model is significant as a whole and indicator-2 of 
governance and development can be estimated through social back ground, role perception, and 
self-image and mutual interaction variables. The Pseudo R2=0.7498 indicates 75% variation can 
be explained through this model.  V-2, V-5, V-6, V-7, and V-11 of self-image and mutual 
interaction variables are significant and positively associated with governance and development 
estimation specially based on indicator-2. On the other hand, V-9 and V-12 are significant and 
negatively associated with the estimation of collective decisions and actions. Model 3 shows 
Prob > chi2=0.0000 that means regression model is significant as a whole. That means Indicator-
                                                          
54
 Where politicians have tendency to disregard to conform the rules and regulation in governance vis-à-vis 
bureaucrats have tendency to conform the rules and regulation in governance. 
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3 of governance and development can be estimated through social background, role perception, 
and self-image and mutual interaction variables. The Pseudo R2=0.7502 indicates 75% variation 
can be explained through this model.  Specific Role Perception and V-1, V-2, V-5, V-9, V-12 of 
self-image and mutual interaction variables are significant and positively associated with 
ensuring accountability and transparency for governance and development estimation. However, 
distinctive role perceptions of politicians and bureaucrats and V-14 are significant and negatively 
associated with the estimation based on Indicator-3. 
 
Model 4 shows Prob > chi2=0.0000 that means regression model is significant as a whole. That 
means Indicator- 4 of governance and development can be estimated through social back ground, 
role perception, and self-image and mutual interaction variables. The Pseudo R2=0.7479 
indicates 75% variation can be explained through this model. Self-image and mutual interaction 
variables especially cooperation and self-interest of politicians and bureaucrats are significant 
and positively associated with project implementation and infrastructural development for 
estimation of local governance and development. It indicates that if politicians and bureaucrats 
are cooperative and self-interested then local infrastructural development is expedited. On the 
other hand, distinct role perception and parents‘ yearly income are negatively associated with the 
estimation based on Indicator-4. Accordingly, Model 5 shows Prob > chi2=0.0000 that means 
our model is significant as a whole. That means Indicator-5 of governance and development can 
be estimated through social background, role perception, and self-image and mutual interaction 
variables. The Pseudo R2=0.8877 indicates 88% variation can be explained through this model. 
Education, Family Background, V-5, V-13 and V-14 of Self Image and Mutual Interaction 
Variables are significant and positively associated with governance and development estimation 
based on Indicator-5. 
 
 
8.9 Case Dynamics: Explaining the Differences and Dominant Pattern 
 
Along with perusal of institutional and functional dimensions of relations, governance and 
development as a whole, this study intends to examine the case dynamics explaining the 
variations and dominant pattern of politics-bureaucracy relationship which ultimately has 
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considerable effects on local governance and development. Thus, this section seeks to explain 
the field variations or case dynamics of seven sample UZPs. Note that, during the interview 
survey, I was promise bound to the respondents especially to political leaders and to bureaucrats 
that the name of the respondents and Upazila would not be mentioned anywhere in the thesis 
whatever may be the nature and status of relations, governance and development. To keep my 
promise, I have categorized the sample seven Upazilas putting the code name as ―A, B, C, D, E, 
F, and G‖. Only I know which UZP belongs to which code. Thus, I have tabulated empirical data 
maintaining code of the UZP to identify the case dynamics or case variations of relations, 
governance and developmental conditions. The case dynamics of politics-bureaucracy relations 
among the seven UZP reveals that none of the particular dominant pattern is noticeable. In 
comparison to each other of the sample UZP, it is clearly found that, both the local politicians 
and bureaucrats are to some extent alike in their social characteristics. None of them are solely in 
an advantageous position but bureaucrats are in advantageous position in considering education, 
occupational status vis-à-vis local elected politicians. However, significant divergence and 
convergence are noticeable among the UZP in the context of comparative context. In particular 
case of UZP ―A‖ and ―B‖ which are different from others. In these two Upazila, both elected 
politicians and bureaucrats are educated and similarly concern about their roles and 
responsibilities and central politicians are more dominating than bureaucrats. Overall, 
comparative analysis of politicians and bureaucrats views in the role perception reveals that 
irrespective of Upazila theoretically most of the respondents believe that politics and 
administrations are separate and they should have separate roles and functions. But in practice, 
both the politicians and bureaucrats want to be involved in every aspect of the policy and 
governance process which influence their self-and mutual images and outlooks. As a result, none 
of the UZP found where the self-and mutual perceptions of politicians and bureaucrats are 
exclusively mutual or alike towards each other (see the appendix 7-11 for statistical data). 
 
Nonetheless, the empirical data from the sample seven UZP reveals that both cases of conflict 
and cooperation can be found in the different context of the UZP. For example, two UZPs are 
found overly under conflicting relations between local elected politicians and bureaucrats like 
Upazila ―A‖ and ―B‖ whose governance and development condition are low and relational 
negative effect are high. In contrast, one Upazia is found where politics-bureaucracy relation is 
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mutual like Upazila ―G‖ whose governance and development condition is high and relational 
negative effect is low. Others Upazilas are belonged to the category of both conflict and 
cooperation. The internal dynamics of the particular UZPs are very interesting. For example, in 
Upazila ―A‖ and ―B‖ the relations between local elected politicians and bureaucrats are 
conflicting although both the Upazilas are dominated by the elected politicians. The internal 
dynamics and empirical findings from this two Upazilas show that the governance and 
developmental roles of these Upazila are basically performed by the MP and UNO. In some 
cases, the domination of the MP is so strong that the others UZP members often turn out to be 
observer. Especially in those UZPs where the MP regularly attends in the meetings of the UZP 
and rigorously try to influence the local decision making process. For example at the UZP ―A‖  
 
Table 8.19 
Comparative Status of Politics-Bureaucracy Relations in Seven Sample UZPs 
 
Upazilas 
(Code Name) 
Social 
Characteristics 
Self-image and 
Mutual 
Interaction 
Domination 
 
Nature of 
Relations 
Governance 
and 
Development 
 
Relational 
Effects 
(Negatively) 
A Mostly Alike Not exclusively 
mutual or alike 
Political  Conflicting Low High 
B Mostly Alike Not exclusively 
mutual or alike 
Political Conflicting Low High 
C Mostly Alike Not exclusively 
mutual or alike 
Bureaucratic  Mixture of 
conflict and 
cooperation 
Moderate Moderate 
D Mostly Alike Not exclusively 
mutual or alike 
Bureaucratic Mixture of 
conflict and 
cooperation 
Moderate Moderate 
E Mostly Alike Not exclusively 
mutual or alike 
Bureaucratic Mixture of 
conflict and 
cooperation 
Moderate Moderate 
F Mostly Alike Not exclusively 
mutual or alike 
Bureaucratic Mixture of 
conflict and 
cooperation 
Moderate Moderate 
G Mostly Alike Not exclusively 
mutual or alike 
Bureaucratic Mutual High Low 
Source: Compiled by the Researcher 
 
Thus, the Upazilas are running by the UNO maintaining and under political controlled of the 
MP, not the local elected chairman of the UZP. Therefore, conflicting relations between them is 
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affecting the performance of governance and development. On the other hand, in the Upazila 
―G‖ politics-bureaucracy relation is good and mutual because of elected chairman never interfere 
to the roles and responsibilities of the UNO and even though elected chairman never monitor 
how the UNO performing his roles and responsibilities does. Chairman always feels relaxed by 
handovering all the responsibilities to UNO and thus UNO is also happy and their relation is 
mutual. Therefore, the governance and developmental functions of this UZP are high and the 
relational negative effects are minimal. Empirical data reveals that five UZPs are governed by 
the domination of bureaucracy among the seven UZPs. In most of the cases politics-bureaucracy 
relations are mixture of conflict and cooperation and relational negative effect are moderate. This 
relational effect is measured on the performance of development project formulation and 
implementation and thus, to examine the case dynamics of the UZP, a qualitative comparative 
analysis has been shown in the table 8.19 on the basis of multi-dimensional quantitative data.  
 
It has been considered the economic conditions of the sample UZP explaining the status of 
project implementation in different sectors and the revenue income and expenditure along with 
ADP implementation. Overall, one universal tendency of bureaucrats in all samples UZP is to 
behave according to the rules and regulations in some cases, and deny doing many things saying 
that the existing rules and regulations do not allow doing things in most of the cases. On the 
other hand, one general tendency of local elected politicians is to bring some unexpected 
demands to administrators and put the pressures on them for getting their demands fulfilled. If it 
is not possible then they give blame to the bureaucrats for everything which are undone. Neither 
the politicians nor the bureaucrats try to understand the concrete problems of each other and thus 
their relations are conflicting in most of the cases. Interestingly, in spite of the conflicting 
relations between local elected politicians and bureaucrats development is continued with 
moderate level at the local government in Bandladesh.    
 
8.10 Conclusion 
 
We may conclude the analysis of this chapter by two contextual dimensions: first of all 
identifying or explaining the prevailing dominant model of relationship between local elected 
politicians and appointed official bureaucrats along with cognitive awareness of their theoretical 
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understanding of relational models and its effects on local governance and development. 
Secondly, by explaining the theoretical proposition that I have conjectured in the theoretical 
framework and how far empirical evidences support the thesis that if the local government 
institution (UZP) is controlled by the regulations of central government then it will maneuver the 
scope for bureaucratic domination resulting conflictual relationship between the local elected 
politicians and the local official bureaucrats which ultimately affect the local governance and 
development. In the theoretical part of this thesis, I have outlined three models of politics-
bureaucracy relations: dichotomous, mutual-interactive and symbiotic. Accordingly, section 8.2 
of this chapter recapitulates that discussion, showing the principal conditions or role 
characteristics and governance attributes of the theoretical models.  
 
However, the empirical data, of course, that were collected from the seven sample UZPs did not 
support any particular model of relationships which could be dominant at the local level in 
Bangladesh. Moreover, the most striking fact was that, the empirical evidence reveals that the 
local politicians and bureaucrats hold confusing perceptions on politics-bureaucracy relational 
models. The perceptions clearly show that there are significant levels of differences between the 
theoretical and practical perceptions of politicians and bureaucrats in measuring their 
relationships. Theoretically most of the respondents believe that ―mutual-interactive‖ model of 
relation between politicians and bureaucrats is more effective in governance. But practically, 
they are unable to maintain this model of relationship with each other as most of them are not 
able to identify any particular model what they are practicing in their professional life.  
 
Empirical findings reveal that, the relational perceptions of politicians and bureaucrats are almost 
opposite. While the politicians perceive the relation is less mutual-interactive and more 
dichotomous (the percentage is 19(27.14%) and 46(65.71%) respectively) then the bureaucrats 
perceive that it is more mutual-interactive and less dichotomous (the percentage is 49(70%) 15 
(21.42%) respectively). Consequently, there is no asymmetry of their thinking which influence to 
their individual role performance as governance actors and in their relations. Thus, elected 
politicians work as ―figureheads‖ of the UZP and UNO performs as the ―routinist‖ or chief 
executive official of the council and actually the most influential actor of UZP functionaries. On 
the other hand, MPs are the advisor of the council under his constituency. The role of MP affects 
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the politico-administrative relationship pattern in decision making and disposing business of 
UZP development activities. Representative member (UP chairman and nominated women 
members), other member (specialist at their field) and the working linkage among these 
members, UNO and UZP chairman determined through the mechanism of voting power and 
mandatory attendance at council meeting. Representative members have the right to vote in 
major policy decisions along with the decision of the chairman and the decision will appeared as 
the decision of the council. Moreover, the central government imposes varieties of controlling 
mechanisms like institutional control, administrative control, financial control, and controlled by 
the central local relations. Even though, how the politicians and bureaucrats will interact and 
behave to each other and what will be their roles and relations are also determined by the central 
regulations, directives and control.  
 
Therefore, the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats is neither normatively 
dichotomous with political neutrality nor abundantly responsive to the politics and thus the 
theoretical models that we have discussed in the earlier cannot be found exactly in the context of 
politics-bureaucracy relations in Bangladesh. Rather, we find a special kind of conflicting 
relation between politicians and bureaucrats with bureaucratic domination from the empirical 
observation which has ultimately moderate level of negative effects on local governance and 
development. However, the comparative context of functioning and the case dynamics of the 
UZPs demonstrate that the information asymmetry regarding the interests and actions of 
involving actors in the process of governance as elected politicians and official bureaucrats play 
the game with both the aligned and non-aligned nature of individual interests. Thus, the 
conditions of both the dichotomous and mutual-interactive relations are existing in the 
perspective of politics-bureaucracy relations at the local government in Bangladesh which 
ultimately remind us the conditions of symbiotic relationship between politicians and bureaucrats 
where the relationship can be measured by the co-existence of politicians and bureaucrats ―not 
just by competition or cooperation but by both competition and cooperation‖ (Mitra, 2010:458) 
and simbiosis could be the prospective or rational choice model of relationship between 
politicians and bureaucrats as neither the politicians nor the bureaucrats perceive their roles as 
subservient to each other. The last and subsequent chapter will deal with this prospective model 
of relationship along with the summary findings.  
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Chapter – 9: Summary and Conclusion 
 
9.1 Introduction 
 
Identification of the prototype of politics-bureaucracy relations and its effect on local 
governance and development was the lynchpin of this thesis which has been explored in the 
preceding chapters in the context of local government of Bangladesh. However, the main 
purpose of this concluding chapter is to summarize the core findings and to develop a 
prospective third model of politics-bureaucracy relation in the context of local government. In 
doing so, this chapter organizes into two sections. In the first section, I have restated the problem 
with summarizing the main findings. And in the final section, I have tried to develop a 
prospective third model of politics-bureaucracy relations focusing the light on symbiotic 
relationship between politicians and bureaucrats that I have argued in this thesis as an interface 
between dichotomous and mutual relation, and an essential precondition or rational choice 
model of politics-bureaucracy relations for proper local governance and development.  
 
9.2 The Problem Restated and Summarizing the Main Findings 
 
The relation between politics and administration has been recognized as a classical problem in 
political science and public administration. It is a fascinating issue at any level of government 
(Svara, 2006). Thus, the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats has always been a 
central issue of governance and it ―has been a subject of extensive research‖ in the literature of 
politics and administration (Demir et al., 2015:79). However, this relationship has not always 
been without apprehension. Therefore, scholars have attempted to explore the patterns of 
relations from different perspectives. Consequently, we observe the paradigm shifts of the 
theoretical perspectives on politics-bureaucracy relations. Interestingly, scholars are frequently 
searching for proper paradigm using more theoretical or argumentive method along with 
empirical inquiry. But the empirical evidence that underpins the narrative is by its very nature 
different understandings of politics-bureaucracy relations. In general, we find major two 
paradigms of relations: dichotomy and mutuality in western democracies. On the other hand, 
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relations in developing countries did not shape in a certain character and still it is under 
construction by following different theoretical models, notes and suggestions. Another notable 
thing is that throughout the last two centuries the process of bureaucratization in the 
administration has been significantly speeded up and now bureaucracy has become a dominant 
institution indeed. Once upon a time, the western scholars who embraced the bureaucratic 
domination in the administration now, they are in doubt whether the rational type of bureaucracy 
is advisable for or striking a balance between politics and administration?  
 
In the above overall contextual background of developed and developing countries, this research 
has focused on vexing to fathom the nature of the relationship between elected politicians and 
appointed official bureaucrats in the context of local government of Bangladesh both 
theoretically and empirically. Theoretically, I have tried to figure out the theoretical paradigmatic 
perspectives of politicians and bureaucrats relationships from the existing literature. Attempt has 
been made to sophistication of the theoretical perspective by proposing a logical modification of 
the existing relationship models by explaining some underpinning variables which underpin the 
relationship between politicians and bureaucrats in governance. In doing so, this research has 
considered the philosophical principles, composing factors, process of governance and effectual 
deficiencies of every theoretical perspective and overall underpinning variables which underpin 
the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats in any political systems.  
 
The historical and comparative analysis from different countries reveals that the bureaucracy of 
ancient civilizations was the founding pillar of modern bureaucracy. The western democratic 
states have adopted traditional bureaucracy newly with their own culture and context along with 
their economic system of advance capitalism and technology (Weber, 1947). In the ancient 
empires, bureaucracy was an instrument and assisting force to the political leadership.  Then 
bureaucracy was considered as a state apparatus. Overall, they were involved in law and order 
maintenance, policy implementation of developmental and monumental works. However, one 
notable thing in this respect is that the ancient imperial bureaucracy was liable to the king or 
emperor and they were the servants of the emperor and master of the public.  
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Comparative analysis form different countries suggests that the patterns of political and 
bureaucratic power relations are varied on the basis of political systems and different 
institutional practice and in general politicians and bureaucrats play distinctive roles in policy 
making process in western democracies. Cross-national variation is observable for many other 
reasons, including constitutional provisions, development sequences, nature of politicization and 
party systems (Aberbach et al. 1981). In general, American bureaucrats are much more 
politicized ideologically and they play more political role than the European bureaucrats and the 
bureaucracy is more powerful in the United States, but they are structurally subordinate to 
politics and are not autonomous as is the United Kingdom and other European countries. 
However, bureaucracy in developing or post-colonial countries has not been developed following 
a natural process. Rather it is developed by the colonial power for their administrative support, 
and after independence of these countries political leadership used this bureaucracy as state 
mechanism (Potter, 1986; Carino, 2001). Thus, politics-bureaucracy relations in developing 
countries yet to shape in a certain character and still it is under construction by following 
different notes and suggestions, though they have a long experience of the administrative state.  
 
Bangladesh is not exception to this. The historical analysis reveals that the presence of politics, 
bureaucracy, and local government is historically an unequivocal truth in Bangladesh as a part of 
Indian Subcontinent. Since the ancient period, the existence of bureaucracy and local 
government in Bangladesh has been functioning. Nonetheless, British colonial administrator 
formed a new style of governance system (hierarchical administrative state) by breaking down 
the indigenous system of governance for their own colonial interest. Modern bureaucracy and 
local government was the direct effect of that endeavour. In colonial period, two outstanding 
features of colonial bureaucracy were its elitism and the loyalty to its colonial masters. This 
features of bureaucracy shaped the pattern of relationship between its colonial masters and 
bureaucracy, as direct political role by the politician was abundantly minimal during that period. 
In British India, bureaucrats were both the policy makers and the main implementers as 
executive officials. Simultaneously, they held the power of developmental works both in the 
central and local government. During the British colonial period, although the modern local 
government system was grasp its foundation but Indian subcontinent was virtually an 
administrative state because; in this period the entire administrative apparatus was controlled by 
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the bureaucrats. All key posts in the central and provincial government and even in the district 
administration including magistracy were reserved for the bureaucrats. The local self-
governments were kept in a state of impotence and were placed under the overriding control of 
the bureaucracy. Local government was dominated by the strong mid-level bureaucrats who 
belonged to the prestigious Indian Civil Service (ICS). In the colonial structure of the then local 
government was established in order to legitimize colonial domination through giving some 
semblance of self-rule at the local level (Siddiqui, 2005). Traditionally, the nature of local 
government was bureaucratic structure and dominated by the DO, DM, SDO, and COs, during 
the whole British period.  
 
Similarly, apart from historical legacy, the organizational capacity, social dynamics and political 
patronization of founding leaders had contributed to grasp the strong position of bureaucracy in 
Pakistani political process and governance. During the Pakistan period, all tiers of local 
government except the union council were dominated by the bureaucrats. We observed extreme 
bureaucratization of local government in the Basic Democratic System in the Pakistan age. In 
both the colonial and Pakistan periods, local governance and development was under the general 
control of bureaucrats. Their principle responsibility was the collection of revenue from taxation 
of land, maintenance of law and order as well as monitoring the developmental works, and 
ultimately they were the sole authority of the local people and the agent of central political 
control to the local level.   
 
After emergence of Bangladesh as an independent nation state in 1971, it adopted colonial 
bureaucracy with introducing parliamentary forms of government as a system of governance by 
the leadership of Sheikh Mujib keeping bureaucracy accountable under the political leadership. 
Thus, politics-bureaucracy relations in post-independent Bangladesh reveals that the Awami 
League leadership tried to make the bureaucracy as a purely instrument of carrying out the 
decisions of the political leadership who (bureaucrats) were the master of the people during the 
colonial and Pakistan period. It was like following the classical theoretical model of politics-
bureaucracy dichotomy, where bureaucracy will simply implement the decisions of politicians 
under the political control. Consequently, bureaucrats started non-cooperation with the Mujib 
government and they were waiting for the future scope.  
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However, in 1975, bureaucrats got the opportunity and after a military coup d'état bureaucracy 
regained its position comprising the higher echelons of political power and emerged as dominant 
elites in the process of governance, and until 1990, civil-military bureaucracy held this position 
under military and quasi-presidential system. In 1991, Bangladesh reintroduced parliamentary 
government keeping bureaucracy under political leadership at least theoretically. As a result, 
throughout the last two decades the process of politicization of bureaucracy and 
bureaucratization of politics in administration has been significantly speeded up which was 
started by the military regimes. Consequently, bureaucracy has become a dominant institution 
indeed, although the efficiency, policy expertise and acceptance of Bangladesh‘s bureaucracy 
have degraded in a significant manner. In the last two decades of democratic governance, yet 
politicians are the leading forces of the governance but the dominant role plays the bureaucrats, 
as the major policies are initiated and passed on the hands of bureaucrats. Now they are directly 
or indirectly involved in partisan politics. Consequently the organizational supremacy of the 
bureaucracy has been dismantled. 
 
Bangladesh has relatively a long experience and familiarity with local government as a 
development administration but an appropriate structure of local government is yet to be 
established in this country. Historically local government is highly controlled by the central 
government. During the colonial and Pakistan period and even after the independence of 
Bangladesh, local government has not been exercised the real power in the domain of 
governance process. From the British colonial age to date central government is controlling the 
local government by various mechanisms. Every successive regime in the different historical 
phases of their rule, keens to build up a support base for themselves in the local government 
following the example of the previous regime. However, since independence in 1971, a number 
of attempts have been made to build and rebuild the local government system in Bangladesh. 
Changes have been made from regime to regime in terms of the nomenclature of tiers of local 
government, but almost nothing was done to strengthen local governments. Therefore, the 
structure of the local government system has remained more or less unchanged keeping 
bureaucratic control with atypical exception in some cases. This study reveals that still today 
bureaucracy is in a quite strong position vis-à-vis other potential policy making institutions both 
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in the central and local government in Bangladesh. It has the expertise, the time, the stability and 
techniques required to be an effective policy maker in a modern age. As a result, bureaucracy is 
seen as leviathan seeking to increase its powers and operating as an integrated, monolithic 
institution. On the other hand, local elected politicians are gradually marginalized from the 
policy process and the role performance of local government in Bangladesh especially in the 
context of UZP although empirical evidence shows that their role perceptions are not properly 
clear and it is to some extent related to their social origins.  
 
It is, therefore, necessary to re-examine the theoretical hypothesis that the elite composition is 
always shown a disproportionate representation of general people and of educated, high-status 
male dominated, particularly at the political and administrative hierarchy, and many empirical 
studies of developed and developing countries show that politicians and bureaucrats are belonged 
to two distinctive social classes and these distinctive social characteristics are associated with 
distinctive role perceptions and distinctive social background and role perceptions of politicians 
and bureaucrats display different interaction patterns both at the central and the local government 
(Ahmad, 1964; Kothari and Roy, 1969; Bjorkman, 1979; Aberbach et al., 1981; Campbell, 1988; 
Svara, 1990; Ahmed, 2009). However, the empirical evidence of this inquiry did not entirely 
disprove the above thesis, rather it is proved partially as the social background and comparative 
social characteristics of local elected politicians and bureaucrats clearly marked a diversity as 
well as homogeneity in their social origins. In comparison to each other, neither the local elected 
politicians nor the local official bureaucrats are merely in an advantageous position. In 
considering their family background, both of them are originated from middle class family 
background with similar pattern of rural-urban exposure (see the appendix). Nevertheless, they 
are not exclusively mutual or alike in their social characteristics. Somewhat, both are in an 
advantageous position in different social conditions and some significant differences could be 
noticeable between them in their social origins. But both the local elected politicians and 
bureaucrats are elite in comparison to general people and their role perceptions and interaction 
patterns are really matter in their roles and relations. Thus, it is partially proved from the 
previous empirical data analysis that if the social background and role perceptions that influence 
to shape the relations between the two actors are similar then the relationship is likely to be 
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mutual or cooperative. Alternatively, if these characteristics are dissimilar then the relationship 
is likely to be dichotomous or conflicting. 
 
In the theoretical part of this thesis, I have outlined three models of politics-bureaucracy 
relations: dichotomous, mutual-interactive and symbiotic. Accordingly, section 8.2 of the eight 
chapters‘ recapitulates that discussion, showing the principal conditions or role characteristics 
and governance attributes of the theoretical models. However, the empirical data did not support 
any particular model of relationships which could be dominant at the local level in Bangladesh. 
Moreover, the most striking fact was that, the empirical evidence reveals that the local politicians 
and bureaucrats are holding confusing perceptions on politics-bureaucracy relational models. 
The perceptions clearly show that there are significant levels of differences between the 
theoretical and practical perceptions of politicians and bureaucrats in measuring their 
relationships. Theoretically, most of the respondents believe that ―mutual-interactive‖ model of 
relation between politicians and bureaucrats is more effective in governance. But practically, 
they are unable to maintain this model of relationship with each other as most of them are not 
able to identify any particular model what they are practicing in their professional life. 
 
As a result, empirical findings reveal that, the relational perceptions of politicians and 
bureaucrats are almost opposite. While the politicians perceive the relation is less mutual-
interactive and more dichotomous (the percentage is 19(27.14%) and 46(65.71%) respectively) 
then the bureaucrats perceive that it is more mutual-interactive and less dichotomous (the 
percentage is 49(70%) 15 (21.42%) respectively). This research finds mixture of both 
dichotomous and mutual-interactive relations although it is evident from the empirical data that 
the cognitive role perceptions of local elected politicians and bureaucrats are neither clear nor up 
to the mark. Therefore, it is very difficult to identify the real prototype of relations. The 
comparative analysis of politicians and bureaucrats views reveals that theoretically they believe 
that politics and administration are separate, and they should have separate roles and functions. 
But in practice, they have intention to be involved in every aspect of the policy and governance 
processes, as both the politicians and bureaucrats have had identified all the activities are of their 
spheres. That is why the relation between politicians and bureaucrats is identified as neither 
purely dichotomous nor mutual-interactive in the sense of political neutrality and responsiveness. 
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The statistical analysis of empirical data reveals that there is a correlation between social 
background and role orientation as well as role orientation and relations. The empirical data 
demonstrates that the politico-bureaucratic culture is immensely different and the absence of 
parallel behavior is substantially clear. Thus local bureaucrats consider them as the permanent 
agent of the central government and they emphasize rules and regulations more than the 
directions of the local elected politicians and the practical needs of the local people which 
ultimately plays a very significant role as underpinning variable to the determination of 
relationship between them and results dichotomous or conflicting relations between the two 
actors.   
 
As social background and role orientation is to some extent different and it influences the 
relations between them partially thus I had framed a different theoretical hypothesis to examine 
the relationships furthermore, depending on the mediating nature of role in policy formulation 
and implementation. More explicitly, the second theoretical proposition or conjecture was 
formulated on the basis of four independent indicators emphasizing on their self-images and 
outlooks to each other, and mutual-interactions. The specific hypothesis was if shared and 
mutual attitude prevails with high level of self-image between the local elected politicians and 
the appointed official bureaucrats then it enhances the level of local governance and 
development. Alternatively, conflict or fragmentation with distorted self-image between local 
elected politicians and appointed official bureaucrats reduces the level of local governance and 
development. 
 
The empirical data from the case of seven UZPs of Bangladesh reveals that both the politicians 
and bureaucrats are holding different self-images and outlooks about themselves and to each 
other. Local elected politicians hold high image about them and consider themselves as superior 
in administrative sphere. But they hold low image on administrative procedures, rules and 
regulations and politicians cannot act in a decisive manner because of various conflicting 
pressure on them. In contrast, local official bureaucrats hold low images about themselves as 
they also admit that political leaderships are the ultimate superior and bureaucracy are now 
mixed up of both politically neutral and involved as well as both competent and incompetent. 
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However, they hold high self-image on them as they are well acquainted with administrative 
procedures, rules and regulations and they have tendency to conform the rules and regulation in 
governance. Although respondents‘ opinions reveal that politicians are superior to the 
administrative hierarchy theoretically but in practice their contradictory views open up while 
they provided the perceptions to each other. According to the perceptions of politicians toward 
bureaucrats, bureaucrats lost its impartial character and also its efficiency. But politicians admit 
that bureaucrats are more rules, regulations and procedures oriented than politicians and yet they 
display different opinions in practical application of these rules and regulations. Likewise, 
according to the perceptions of bureaucrats, they have not high image about politicians but they 
hold high self-image about themselves and they estimate themselves in much more favourable 
light than local elected politicians. Local politicians are more realistic in evaluating their self-
image vis-à-vis bureaucrats.  
 
Interestingly, the comparative analysis of their self-images and outlooks to each other reveals 
that both of them have tendency to blame and undermine each other and bureaucrats are in 
higher position in this case than their counterpart. This attitude and tendency to each other is 
verified by the statistical analysis of correlation and chi-square test. Most of the cases are 
produced significant results (see the appendix 8). Thus, the behavioural attitude which perceived 
by the politicians vis-à-vis bureaucrats do not project congenial image. Rather, it presents 
distorted image to each other. Overall, the role perceptions, social background and self-images to 
each other are not mutually exclusive, somewhat they are holding antagonistic or hostile attitude 
to each other in some cases which do not signify the mutual attitude towards each other. 
However, some differences are evident from the case variation and in the context of case 
dimension. The degree of mutual understanding is not similar to all UZP equally. The empirical 
analysis and evidence clearly exhibit distorted images and lack of mutual attitude overall and 
thus results dichotomous relations between them by their attitudinal or behavioural data. 
Nevertheless, it does not exhibit how far this model is existing or how does this relation affect 
the local governance and development. It is therefore, tested the theoretical model by the 
empirical data in the context of institutional and functional dimensions providing the third 
proposition or argument that if the local government institution (UZP) is controlled by the 
regulations of central government then it is maneuvered the scope for bureaucratic domination 
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resulting conflictual relationship between the local elected politicians and the local official 
bureaucrats which ultimately affect the local governance and development. 
 
The empirical finding of this particular hypothesis reveals that there is no asymmetry of thinking 
and activities of local politicians and bureaucrats which influence to their individual role 
performance as governance actors and in their relations. Representative member (UP chairman 
and nominated women members), other member (specialist at their field) and the working 
linkage among these members, UNO and UZP chairman determined through the mechanism of 
voting power and mandatory attendance at council meeting. Representative members have the 
right to vote in major policy decisions along with the decision of the chairman and the decision 
will appeared as the decision of the council. Thus, elected politicians work as ―figureheads‖ of 
the UZP and UNO performs as the ―routinist‖ or chief executive official of the council and 
actually the most influential actor of UZP functionaries.  
 
Moreover, the central government imposes varieties of controlling mechanisms like institutional 
control, administrative control, financial control, and controlled by the central local relations. 
Even though, how the politicians and bureaucrats will interact and behave to each other and what 
will be their roles and relations are also determined by the central regulations, directives and 
control. Therefore, the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats is neither normatively 
dichotomous with political neutrality nor abundantly responsive to the politics and thus the 
theoretical models that we have discussed in the earlier cannot be found exactly in the context of 
politics-bureaucracy relations in Bangladesh. Rather, we find a special kind of conflicting 
relation between politicians and bureaucrats with bureaucratic domination from the empirical 
observation which has ultimately negative effects on local governance and development.  
 
In addition, recently implemented provision of mandatory advisory role of the Members of 
Parliament (MPs) at the UZP has complicated the scenario of the local government even further. 
MPs are the advisor of the council under his constituency. The role of MP affects the politico-
administrative relationship pattern in decision making and disposing business of UZP 
development activities. The advisory role of MPs in the local government is to some extent, the 
interference by MPs in the local government affairs, particularly in development activities, which 
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has weakened the independence of local government. The MPs often dictate the development 
activities to be undertaken, most of the times without consulting with the local elected 
representatives or assessing actual needs.As per the new law, at least theoretically, the UZPs 
have lost their characteristics of local government bodies, since in the name of advice; the MPs 
are authorized to control the activities of the bodies along with appointed official bureaucrats.  
 
This study reveals that central politicians and bureaucrats are playing contentious developmental 
role keeping them in the dominant position rather than local elected politicians in the local 
government.The coordination and working relations among the MPs, Upazila Chairmen and 
bureaucrats are conflictual.As a result, local government especially UZP has been facing 
triangulation of conflict among the MPs, local elected chairmen and bureaucrats with the role 
and power sharing issue. Thus, much of what has been described as underpinning variables in the 
theoretical part on politics-bureaucracy relations of this study can also be observed in local 
government. This study has also investigated the reasons and dimensions of conflict between 
local elected politicians and bureaucrats. The findings of the study reveal that reasons of conflict 
are many. The most important thing that the two actors are not only differs in background, 
training and motivation but also in their interest, role orientation and desire. On the whole, the 
perceptions of local government elected politicians and bureaucrats about their roles and 
responsibilities vis-à-vis each other are not very healthy and conductive to cooperative relations 
between the two as a whole. However, both of them believe that mutual relations between these 
two actors are very important for proper governance and development. Nonetheless, bureaucrats 
generally consider the local elected politicians as illiterate, backdated, arrogant and corrupt. On 
the contrary, local politicians consider bureaucrats as ineffective, public servant but alienated 
from people, power seeker and corrupt. Both actors feel that they only should have the final role 
in all important matters. Overall, finding shows that conflict occurs between the politicians and 
bureaucrats on the issue of sense of ownership of the upazila, interference to the other‘s 
jurisdiction, practice of power and benefits, budget allocation and benefits of stakeholder, 
priority selection in development activities specially, GR, TR, VGD, VGF, KABIKHA, 
KABITA etc, in controlling of upazila officers (ACR), in the question of corruption and 
accountability, grouping among the officers of upazila administration.  
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However, the comparative context of functioning and the case dynamics of the UZPs 
demonstrate that the information asymmetry regarding the interests and actions of involving 
actors in the process of governance as elected politicians and official bureaucrats play the game 
with both the aligned and non-aligned nature of individual interests. Both the actors (local 
elected politicians and bureaucrats) admit that they are legitimate actors in local governance yet 
they feel that they are the only and solely owner of the upazila. How much power and amenities 
they will be entitled to is the question. Thus, the conditions of both the dichotomous and mutual-
interactive relations are existing in the perspective of politics-bureaucracy relations at the local 
government in Bangladesh which ultimately remind us the conditions of symbiotic relationship 
between politicians and bureaucrats where the relationship can be measured by the co-existence 
of politicians and bureaucrats by both ―competition and cooperation‖ and that could be the 
prospective or rational choice model of relationship between politicians and bureaucrats as 
neither the politicians nor the bureaucrats perceive their roles as subservient to each other. Thus, 
I have proposed a prospective theoretical model of relationship – symbiosis – a specialized kind 
of relationship between politicians and bureaucrats in which each actor provides for the other the 
conditions necessary for its continued existence. May be this prospective model will be tested by 
the further empirical research in future. 
 
9.3 Prospective Theoretical Model: Symbiosis – A Fusion of Dichotomy and 
Mutuality 
  
As discussed in the theoretical model that, if the existing relational model does not signify any of 
the previous two (dichotomy or mutuality) in particular or if it is indistinguishable then the 
symbiotic model of relationship would be recommended. That means if the empirical evidence 
produce such a condition where none of the models of dichotomy or mutuality is predominate in 
the existing system then it improvise the common condition of both dichotomous and mutual 
relations which ultimately the conditions of symbiosis – a fusion of dichotomy and mutuality. As 
it is observed empirically that none of the models of relations is predominant in the context of 
Bangladesh, rather both the conditions of dichotomous and mutual-interactional models are 
prevailing together in practice. Thus, this research recommended that the symbiotic model of 
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relationship between politicians and bureaucrats would be possible for proper local governance 
in Bangladesh. Let us explained the logical argument of symbiotic relation first and then why it 
would be the rational choice model of relationship between politicians and bureaucrats in 
pursuance of proper governance and development.  
 
The first and foremost important consideration on politics-bureaucracy relation is to identify or 
acknowledge the genetic differences between them. It has often been argued that the politicians 
and the bureaucrats represent two distinct species. However, the theoretical and analytical 
contents of most of the approaches tend to ignore the two substantive facts that there is a 
significant level of differences between the politician and the bureaucrat in considering the 
speciestic character of the two actors along with its social origins. But this study has got a very 
important example of genetic difference between politicians and bureaucrats from a respondent 
local politician during the interview while he was explaining the genetic difference between the 
politicians and bureaucrats using the example of oil and water. According to that respondent, 
―You may mix politicians and bureaucrats together for the time being……….Ultimately, they 
will be separated in course of their nature of action……. However, how far they will be belonged 
together it would be dependent on how much efficient cooker you are.‖ Similarly, Aberbach et 
al., (1981:240) identify the differences between politicians and bureaucrats by ―distinctive 
experience, distinctive views, and distinctive interests.‖ That means, from a top ranking 
academician to a secondary school educated local politician, all are concern on the speciestic 
diversity between politicians and bureaucrats. So, concrete separation or purely mutual-
interaction between politicians and bureaucrats is impossible. Rather, it is better to explore the 
third option by combining both dichotomy and mutuality in a hybrid approach.      
 
Secondly, the politicians and bureaucrats operate roles and functions in a given environment and 
to the extent that the environment is sometimes less than congenial. If the organizational 
environment is good then the expected relationship between them and the outcome of the 
structure is satisfactory. Less attention has been given in terms of conditions that construct the 
relationship between politicians and bureaucrats in the existing approaches. Therefore, this 
research wants to emphasize the constructing factors which underpin the relationship between 
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politicians and bureaucrats along with identifying the species differences between the politicians 
and the bureaucrats.  
Table 9.1 
The Speciestic differences between the Politicians and the Bureaucrats 
Politicians Bureaucrats 
Politicians are deciding, value-laden, legislative, 
and civic culture tradition 
Whereas, bureaucrats are implementing, value 
neutral/fact-laden, executive, and imperial tradition 
Politicians are passionate, partisan, idealistic, and 
ideological 
By contrast, bureaucrats are prudent, centrist, 
practical, and pragmatic 
Politicians  emphasize re-election goals, 
patronage, log-rolling, and individual interests as 
they hold interests and values 
Whereas, bureaucrats emphasize and  concern with 
career goals,  red tape, and patron-client interests  
as they hold facts and knowledge  
Politicians articulate broad, diffusive interests of 
unorganized individuals 
On the other hand, bureaucrats mediate narrow, 
focused interests of organized clienteles 
The fundamental tendency of politicians is to 
turn all problems of administration into problems 
of politics 
By contrast, the fundamental tendency of all 
bureaucrats is to turn all problems of politics into 
problems of administration 
Politicians seek publicity, raise innovative issues 
and are stimulating to the policy 
On the contrary, bureaucrats prefer darkness of the 
back room, resist innovations, manage incremental 
adjustments, and provide policy equilibrium 
Politicians spend much of their time and energy 
on electoral and party affairs, mending fences, 
mapping tactics, meeting the media, and so on. 
On the other hand, bureaucrats spend much of their 
time letting contracts, hiring subordinates, 
redrawing organizational charts, writing 
regulations, and so on. 
 
Source: Compiled by the researcher from Aberbach et al., (1981); Suleiman, (1974); Nalbandian, 
(2006). 
 
Third and finally, as politicians and bureaucrats are not mutually exclusive characteristically and 
the solid separation of their roles and function as well as wholesome mutuality between 
politicians and bureaucrats is not possible, thus the distinctive roles and functions would be 
possible in a symbiotic relation where the elected politicians and official bureaucrats will 
perform their roles and functions with the principles of complementarity, political neutrality and 
mutual respect along with check and balance. Since, neither the politicians nor the bureaucrats 
perceive their roles as subservient to each other and the prospective theoretical model of 
symbiotic relationship is a fusion of dichotomy and mutuality and a specialized kind of 
relationship between politicians and bureaucrats in which each actor provides for the other the 
conditions necessary for its continued existence, where the relationship can be measured by the 
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co-existence of politicians and bureaucrats not just by competition or cooperation but by both 
competition and cooperation (Mitra, 2010) It is, therefore, necessary to examine some 
considerations in the context of symbiotic model of relationship. For example, the genetic 
differences between the two actors along with social origins; whether or not such a relationship 
allows for separate roles or duties maintaining the boundary of political neutrality; and whether 
the two actors are perceived themselves as subservient or mutual respect with self-identity.   
 
Accordingly, from the classical to contemporary writings of politics-administration relations, we 
get a very impressive character of genetic diversity between politicians and bureaucrats as 
governance actors (see the table 9.1). These characteristics of politicians and bureaucrats are 
undeniable and not mutually exclusive to each other. As it is impossible to disregard these 
distinctive genetic characteristics of politicians and bureaucrats and thus overly mix up between 
the two actors minimizing these characteristics is also impossible. Therefore, in a symbiotic 
relation, we can impose some working conditions for both the politicians and bureaucrats. That 
means in a symbiotic relationship, both the politicians and bureaucrats will work together by 
keeping their genetic characteristics as it is, and separate roles and functions will be allowed to 
them with complementarity. In this regard, Svara (2006:1065) says, ―It is useful to analyze 
political-administrative relations in terms of a model of complementarity in which two distinct 
and partially separated sets of officials come together to shape the governmental process.‖ 
According to Svara, complementarity model of relation is based on the ground that elected 
politicians and administrators are intermixed together in the common pursuit of sound 
governance, while at the same time maintaining distinction between the two. He also says that- 
 
Complementarity stresses interdependence along with distinct roles; compliance along with independence; respect 
for political control along with a commitment to share and implement policy in ways that promote the public 
interest; deference to elected incumbents along with adherence to the law and support for their electoral competition; 
and appreciation of politics along with support for professional standards‖ (Svara, 2001:179). 
 
Hence, my argument is that the model of symbiotic relationship is synonymous to the model of 
Svara‘s ―Complementarity‖ but the difference is that bureaucrats are kept to be under political 
control in a complementarity model of relationship whereas, in a symbiotic model of 
relationship, bureaucrats will be worked together with maintaining political neutrality. 
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Bureaucrats will be free from political control, and both the politicians and bureaucrats should be 
refrained from gaining any personal or group interests. However, in a symbiotic model of 
relationship, there might have a possibility to develop ―a symbiotic relationship between the 
administrator and the politician which allows both to exploit each other for furthering his own or 
his group interest‖ and it does not ―prevent the blurring of the boundary between the 
administrative and the leadership structures……..This often leads to favouratism and sacrifice of 
legal-rational standards of bureaucratic action‖ (Kothari and Roy, 1969:35). Therefore, in a 
symbiotic model of relationship, both the elected politicians and bureaucrats will be worked 
together with mutuality by preserving their self-identity on the basis of allotted and set rules but 
keeping them away from blurring their self or group interest. The more clear idea can be coined 
from Professor Mitra (2010:458) ―The symbiosis of administrators and politicians is at its best 
when their co-existence is marked not just by competition but by both competition and 
cooperation, each agency jealously guarding its special areas, namely rules and representation, 
and reaching beyond its remit to help the other half of the structure of governance.‖ Now the 
question is why the symbiosis is the rational choice and would be the balanced model of the 
relationship?   
 
As we have witnessed from the theoretical discussion that in a dichotomous model of relation 
both the actors (politician and bureaucrat) play the game with non-aligned nature of individual 
interests and in a mutual-interactive model of relation both the actors play the game with aligned 
nature of individual interests. Thus, governance is affected in both the models of relations and 
general people or stakeholders are ultimately deprived from proper service delivery. However, if 
the local government institutions follow the principles of symbiotic model of relationship then 
both the local elected politicians and bureaucrats will play the game by both competition and 
cooperation, as they should play the role with complementarity. The governance attributes will 
be mutually dominated by both the elected politicians and official bureaucrats, accountability 
will be shared, both of them will be worked professionally, politicization is likely to be less, and 
their images or interaction might be reciprocal with shared and balanced influence. In that case, 
both the actors will play the game with not only aligned nature of their individual interests but 
also emphasizing the welfare of the general people, as in a symbiotic model of relationship, 
politicians and bureaucrats should be restrained strictly form securing personal benefits or self-
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interest maximization. Thus, the symbiotic model of relation can be the rational choice for 
Bangladesh as a post-colonial administrative state where both the elected politicians and 
appointed official bureaucrats want to play the role in governance and neither the politicians nor 
the bureaucrats perceive their roles as subservient to each other. 
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Appendices 
Appendix- 1: Survey Questionnaire for Local Elected Politicians 
 
Research Title: Politics-Bureaucracy Relations, Governance and Development in 
Bangladesh: The Case of Local Government 
 
Supervisor 1:                                                                                    Supervisor 2: 
 
Prof. Subrata K. Mitra Ph.D. (Rochester)                                   Prof. Dr. Markus Pohlmann 
Professor and Head                                                                        Professor 
Department of Political Science                                                    Max-Weber Institute for Sociology 
South Asia Institute                                                                        Heidelberg University 
Heidelberg University                                                                    Germany 
Germany 
 
A. General Introduction to the Research Project: 
The modern government runs by the two actors; elected politicians and appointed professional bureaucrats with an 
uneasy partnership.The study of politics-bureaucracy relation is an essential and core theme of any study of politics 
and administration as Waldo said ‗nothing is more central in thinking about public administration than the nature 
and interrelations of politics and administration‘. It is an elemental and theoretically debatable question for millennia 
to social scientists, political scientists, revolutionary leaders and even administrators or practitioners that what will 
be the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats in governance? Bangladesh is not an exception to this. 
Therefore, this research aims to explore the existing patterns of relations, tentions and its impact on governance and 
development in the case of local government. It is hoped that the results of this research will lead to expolre new 
understingding on politics-bureaucracy relations. 
 
B. Note to the Respondents: 
I am conducting my doctoral studies at Heidelberg University, Germany on ―Politics-Bureaucracy Relations, 
Governance and Development in Bangladesh: The Case of Local Government.‖ To carry out my research, I am 
conducting this survey. As a sample respondent you will be asked to complete some questions relating to your 
perception and personal experience. Your participation will be adding an extra value for my research. Your provided 
data will be used solely for academic purpose to write my PhD Dissertation. There is no known or expected risk 
associated with participation and providing data in this research. Moreover, you can also skip your name to protect 
your anonymity. To protect your privacy and confidentiality, I will be completely responsible. I need your kind 
cooperation. 
 
 
Researcher:       
 
                                                                                 
Muhammad Sayadur Rahman                                                        
Assistant Professor                                                                        
Department of Public Administration                                            
Jahangirnagar University                                                                 
Savar, Dhaka, Bangladesh. And                          
PhD Candidate, Heidelberg University                                         
Germany. Email: said_ju_gp@yahoo.com 
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Interview Questions: 
A. Demographic Variables:                                                      
1. Name :_________________________________   
2. Age: ____________ 
3. Gender:_________________ 
4. Education Qualification:_________________ 
5. Occupation :_________________ 
6. Political Experience:_________________ 
7. Family Background:_________________ 
8. Parents Occupation:_________________ 
9. Parents Yearly Income:_________________ 
10. Recruitment and Training:_________________ 
 
B. Role Perceptions: 
 
11. The modern government runs by the two actors; elected politicians and appointed 
professional bureaucrats with an uneasy partnership. In this respect, how do you evaluate 
your role as a politician? 
 
A. Delegate  Actor                             
B. Trustee Actor 
C. Partisan Actor 
D. Constituency Service 
 
12. Politics and administration brings together the political elements and bureaucratic 
elements. Do you think these two actors are characteristically separate and their roles and 
functions should be distinct? 
 
A. Yes 
B. No 
C. No Response  
 
13. If the answer is yes then where should be limited the politicians roles? 
 
A. Policy formulation 
B. Policy Implementation 
C. Governance and development 
D. All of the above 
 
14. Which component do you think crucial for ensuring local governance and development? 
 
A. Local Politicians 
B. Local Bureaucrats 
C. Civil Society 
D. All of the above    
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15. There are five statements here, how would you perceive and evaluate these statements in 
the possible course of action to run the system of governance as an important actor of 
local government. 
 
 Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Disagree No 
Response 
Existing administrative rules and regulations should be 
given priority and should strictly followed 
    
Local politicians and bureaucrats should apply particular 
judgement ignoring some rules and regulations to meet 
people‘s needs and requirements 
    
Whatever the practical needs, results and consequences, 
local bureaucrats should follow the directions of the 
superior authority 
    
For the practical needs local bureaucrats should follow 
the recommendations of local elected politicians 
minimising the administrative norms and values 
    
Local politicians and bureaucrats should not take any 
decision which may displease each other 
    
 
C. Self-Image and Mutual Outlook:  
 
16. The civil service is commonly considered as an institution with neutral competence from 
political influence. What do you think about the bureaucracy of Bangladesh? 
 
A. Politically Neutral 
B. Mixture of Competent and Incompetent  
C. Politically Involve and Responsiveness  
D. All of the Above 
 
17. You know there are two actors; politicians and bureaucrats equally involve in 
governance. As an entity they are not equal. Of course one of them is superior. In your 
general consideration who is superior and why? 
 
A. Politicians and why........................................................................... 
B. Bureaucrats and why........................................................................ 
 
18. Following are some statements about politicians and bureaucrats. How far do you agree 
or disagree with the statements listed below. 
 
Perceptions about Politicians Agree Partially 
Agree 
Disagree 
Politicians are not well acquainted with administrative procedures, 
rules and regulations 
   
Politicians have tendency to disregard to conform the rules and 
regulation in governance  
   
Politicians cannot act in a decisive manner because of various 
conflicting pressure on them 
   
Politicians do not trust Bureaucrats    
Politicians are generally cooperative with Bureaucrats    
Politicians do not appreciate the viewpoints and the difficulties of    
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Bureaucrats 
Politicians are hostile to Bureaucrats    
Politicians do nothing but create problem for the Bureaucrats    
Politicians are corrupt    
Politicians care for people‘s welfare    
Politicians work only in their self-interest    
Politicians are more transparent than Bureaucrats    
Politicians entertain the people‘s complain most    
Politicians help in making government policies realistic     
 
Perceptions about Bureaucrats Agree Partially 
Agree 
Disagree 
Bureaucrats  are  well acquainted with administrative procedures, 
rules and regulations 
   
Bureaucrats  have tendency to conform the rules and regulation in 
governance  
   
Bureaucrats are very rigid in their attitude and they do not listen to 
the advice of others 
   
Bureaucrats distrust Politicians    
Bureaucrats take part in local politics    
Bureaucrats do not appreciate the viewpoints and the difficulties of 
local Politicians 
   
Bureaucrats are inefficient    
Bureaucrats work in the interest of ruling class    
Bureaucrats  are corrupt    
Bureaucrats care for people‘s welfare    
Bureaucrats work only in their self-interest    
Bureaucrats are more transparent than Politicians    
Bureaucrats entertain the people‘s complain most    
Bureaucrats have a tendency to expand the departments and 
increase procedures instead of solving concrete problems 
   
 
19. Who entertains the citizen‘s interest and their complain most? 
 
A. UZP Chairman and UP Chairman (as politicians) 
B. UNO and other Officers (as bureaucrats)  
 
20. Who is comparatively more transparent in his work? 
 
A. Politicians 
B. Bureaucrats 
 
 
21. Would you say how important to consultation between politicians and bureaucrats in 
local decision making? 
 
A. Very Important 
B. Important 
C. Somewhat Important 
D. Not so Important 
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22. As an elected representative UZPC should have involvement in the daily business of 
bureaucrats. How do you support the statement?  
 
A. Strongly Support 
B. Support 
C. Partially Support 
D. Don‘t Support  
 
23. Give your opinion in the following matrix questionnaire: 
 
Questions Frequently Sometimes Rarely Never 
Do you feel the UNO understands the administrative rules and 
regulations? 
    
Does the UNO try to cooperate and conform to these rules and 
regulations? 
    
Does misunderstanding and disagreement arise between UNO and 
UZPC? 
    
Does UNO or UZPC interfere in each other works?     
Does UNO or UZPC come to seek help to each other?     
Do you feel/encounter any pressure from UNO?     
Does the UNO ever try to convince you to agree with him?     
Does the local MP attend UZP meetings?     
Are there ever disagreements between the MP and the UZPC     
How often UNO do consults to you?     
 
D. Roles, Function and Relations: 
 
 
24. What is the condition of the activities of your Upazila? 
 
A. Good        
B. Moderate 
C. Not Good 
D. No Reply 
 
25. You are an elected representative. Are you satisfied in the existing Upazila system? 
 
A. Satisfied 
B. Partial Satisfied                
C. Not Satisfied 
D. No Reply 
 
26. Upazila Parishad monthly meetings held in every month. How do you assess the UZP 
meetings?   
 
A. Very Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Partially Effective 
D. Not Effective 
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27. Who draws up the agenda for UZP meetings? 
 
A. UZP Chairman 
B. UNO  
C. Chairman & UNO together 
D. Upazila Parishad 
 
28. Who draws up the annual budget for the Upazila? 
 
A. UZP Chairman 
B. UNO  
C. Chairman & UNO together 
D. Upazila Parishad 
  
29. Who leads the major policy decisions in this Upazila? 
A. UZP Chairman 
B. UNO 
C. MP 
D. By Consensus of UZP  
 
30. Who draws up the decisions about the UZP staffs? 
 
A. UNO  
B. UZP Chairman 
C. Chairman & UNO together 
D. Upazila Parishad 
 
 
31. Would you please provide what kind of roles you are performing now as an elected 
politician and the barriers of effective role performance?  
 
A. ……………………………………………….. 
B. ………………………………………………… 
C. ………………………………………………… 
D. ………………………………………………… 
 
 
32. What kind of roles are playing by the official bureaucrats? 
 
A. ........................................................................... 
B. .......................................................................... 
C. .......................................................................... 
D. ........................................................................... 
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33. There are four dominant models of politics-bureaucracy relations in the existing 
literatures of political science and public administration. Which model is more effective 
in your consideration? 
 
A. Dichotomy or Separate 
B. Mutual-Interactive 
C. Autonomy 
D. Political Responsiveness 
 
34. Practically, which model you are following or maintaining in your professional life and 
why? 
A. ........................................................................... 
B. .......................................................................... 
C. .......................................................................... 
D. ........................................................................... 
 
 
35. How would you rate your relationship with the UNO and others officials? 
 
A. Very Good 
B. Good 
C. Fairly Good 
D. Poor 
 
36. Would you please explain what factors contribute to the relationship configuration either 
conflicting or cooperative?  
 
A. .................................................................................................. 
B. .................................................................................................. 
C. .................................................................................................. 
D. .................................................................................................. 
 
 
37. Would you say in which grounds the most of the conflict occurs between politics and 
Bureaucracy? 
 
A. ........................................................................ 
B. ........................................................................ 
C. ........................................................................ 
D. ........................................................................ 
38. Would you like to recommend any model what should be the ideal relation model 
between the politicians and bureaucrats and where they could be worked together? 
 
A. ........................................................................ 
B. ........................................................................ 
C. ........................................................................ 
D. ........................................................................  
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39. Who maintains good relation with local MP? 
 
A. UNO 
B. UZPC 
C. Both  
D. No Reply 
 
40. Do you get any instructions for developmental works from MP? 
 
A. Yes 
B. No 
 
41. How do you assess the role of MP in the UZP? (Multiple answer acceptable) 
 
A. ………………………………………… 
B. ………………………………………… 
C. ………………………………………… 
D. ………………………………………… 
 
    E. Governance and Development: 
 
42. What do you mean by Governance and Development? 
 
A. ................................................................. 
B. ................................................................. 
C. ................................................................. 
D. ................................................................. 
 
43. You know accountability is the key to governance. You are accountable to whom and 
how do you ensure your individual accountability? 
 
A. ......................................................... 
B. ......................................................... 
C. ......................................................... 
D. ......................................................... 
 
44. You know the politico-bureaucratic conflict has multidimensional impacts. How does this 
conflict impact on the following issues most and why? 
 
Impacts SA A DA DNK 
Rule application and individual agent‘s role performance is being 
hampered 
    
Collective decisions and actions are impossible if always conflict occurs     
Ensuring accountability and transparency are almost impossible     
The infrastructural development is being delayed and denied       
Mostly affects the public service delivery     
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45. How is the present condition of governance and development of your Upazila after 
activation of UZP? 
 
A. Improved 
B. Remain the same 
C. Deteriorated 
D. Don‘t Know 
 
46. What is the present condition of public service delivery mechanisms after activation of 
the UZP? 
 
A. Improved 
B. Remain the same 
C. Deteriorated 
D. Don‘t Know 
 
47. How many development projects have been implemented in this tenure? 
 
A. Development Sector..................................................... 
B. Agriculture Sector........................................................ 
C. Education Sector.......................................................... 
D. Health Sector................................................................ 
 
48. What are the most crucial problems of governance and development in your UZP? 
 
A. .................................................... 
B. .................................................... 
C. .................................................... 
D. .................................................... 
 
49. Would you like to recommend any suggestion as the abrupt solution? 
 
A. .................................................... 
B. .................................................... 
C. .................................................... 
D. .................................................... 
50. Do you think that the UZP is controlled by the regulations of central government and 
how would you explain the impacts of central regulation on politics-bureaucracy 
relations?  
 
A. Yes ………………………. 
 
B. No………………………… 
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Appendix- 2: Survey Questionnaire for Bureaucrats 
Interview Questions: 
A. Demographic Variables:                                                      
1. Name :_________________________________  
2.  Age: ____________ 
3. Gender:_________________ 
4. Education Qualification:_________________ 
5. Occupation (present post) :_________________ 
6. Length of Service:_________________ 
7. Family Background:_________________ 
8. Parents Occupation:_________________ 
9. Parents Yearly Income:_________________ 
10. Recruitment and Training: _________________ 
 
 
B. Role Perceptions: 
 
11. The modern government runs by the two actors; elected politicians and appointed 
professional bureaucrats with an uneasy partnership. In this respect, how do you evaluate 
your role as a member of the bureaucracy? 
 
A. Delegate Actor  
B. Trustee Actor 
C. Partisan Actor 
D. Constituency Service 
 
12. Politics and administration brings together the political elements and bureaucratic 
elements. Do you think these two actors are characteristically separate and their roles and 
functions should be distinct? 
 
A. Yes 
B. No 
C. No Response  
 
13. If the answer is yes then where should be limited the bureaucrats roles? 
 
A. Policy formulation 
B. Policy Implementation 
C. Governance and development 
D. All of the above 
 
14. There are five statements here, how would you perceive and evaluate these statements in 
the possible course of action to run the system of governance as an important actor of 
local government. 
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 Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Disagree No 
Response 
Existing administrative rules and regulations should be 
given priority and should strictly followed 
    
Local politicians and bureaucrats should apply 
particular judgement ignoring some rules and 
regulations to meet people‘s needs and requirements 
    
Whatever the practical needs, results and consequences, 
local bureaucrats should follow the directions of the 
superior authority 
    
For the practical needs local bureaucrats should follow 
the recommendations of local elected politicians 
minimising the administrative norms and values 
    
Local politicians and bureaucrats should not take any 
decision which may displease each other 
    
 
 
15.  Which component do you think crucial for ensuring local governance and development? 
 
A. Local Politicians 
B. Local Bureaucrats 
C. Civil Society 
D. All of the above    
 
C. Self-Image and Mutual Outlook:  
 
16. The civil service is commonly considered as an institution with neutral competence from 
political influence. What do you think about the bureaucracy of Bangladesh? 
 
A. Politically Neutral 
B. Mixture of Competent and Incompetent  
C. Politically Involve and Responsiveness  
D. All of the Above 
 
17. You know there are two actors; politicians and bureaucrats equally involve in 
governance. As an entity they are not equal. Of course one of them is superior. In your 
general consideration who is superior and why? 
 
A. Politicians and why........................................................................... 
 
B. Bureaucrats and why........................................................................ 
 
18. Following are some statements about politicians and bureaucrats. How far do you agree 
or disagree with the statements listed below. 
 
Perceptions about Politicians Agree Partially 
Agree 
Disagree 
Politicians are not well acquainted with administrative    
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procedures, rules and regulations 
Politicians have tendency to disregard to conform the rules and 
regulation in governance  
   
Politicians cannot act in a decisive manner because of various 
conflicting pressure on them 
   
Politicians do not trust Bureaucrats    
Politicians are generally cooperative with Bureaucrats    
Politicians do not appreciate the viewpoints and the difficulties 
of Bureaucrats 
   
Politicians are hostile to Bureaucrats    
Politicians do nothing but create problem for the Bureaucrats    
Politicians are corrupt    
Politicians care for people‘s welfare    
Politicians work only in their self-interest    
Politicians are more transparent than Bureaucrats    
Politicians entertain the people‘s complain most    
Politicians help in making government policies realistic     
 
Perceptions about Bureaucrats Agree Partially 
Agree 
Disagree 
Bureaucrats  are  well acquainted with administrative 
procedures, rules and regulations 
   
Bureaucrats  have tendency to conform the rules and regulation 
in governance  
   
Bureaucrats are very rigid in their attitude and they do not 
listen to the advice of others 
   
Bureaucrats distrust Politicians    
Bureaucrats take part in local politics    
Bureaucrats do not appreciate the viewpoints and the 
difficulties of local Politicians 
   
Bureaucrats are inefficient    
Bureaucrats work in the interest of ruling class    
Bureaucrats  are corrupt    
Bureaucrats care for people‘s welfare    
Bureaucrats work only in their self-interest    
Bureaucrats are more transparent than Politicians    
Bureaucrats entertain the people‘s complain most    
Bureaucrats have a tendency to expand the departments and 
increase procedures instead of solving concrete problems 
   
 
 
19. Who entertains the citizen‘s and their complain most? 
 
A. UZP Chairman and UP Chairman (as politicians) 
B. UNO and other Officers (as bureaucrats)  
 
20. Who is comparatively more transparent in his work? 
 
A. Politicians 
B. Bureaucrats 
 
  
360 
 
21. Would you say how important to consultation between politicians and bureaucrats in 
local decision making? 
 
A. Very Important 
B. Important 
C. Somewhat Important 
D. Not so Important 
 
22. As an elected representative UZPC should have involvement in the daily business of 
bureaucrats. How do you support the statement?  
 
A. Strongly Support 
B. Support 
C. Partially Support 
D. Don‘t Support  
 
23. Give your opinion in the following matrix questionnaire: 
 
Questions Frequently Sometimes Rarely Never 
Do you feel the UZPC and other politicians understand the 
administrative rules and regulations? 
    
Does the UZPC try to cooperate and conform to these rules 
and regulations? 
    
Does misunderstanding and disagreement arise between local 
bureaucrats and local politicians? 
    
Does UZCP or other political leaders interfere in your works?     
Does UPZC come to seek your help?     
Do you feel/encounter any pressure from UZPC and political 
side? 
    
Does the UZPC ever try to convince you to agree with him?     
Does the local MP attend UZP meetings?     
Are there ever disagreements between the MP and the UZPC     
How often UZPC do consults to you?     
 
D. Roles, Function and Relations: 
 
24. What is the condition of the activities of your Upazila? 
 
A. Good       
B.  Moderate 
C. Not Good 
D. No Reply 
 
25. You are an official bureaucrats. Are you satisfied in the existing Upazila system? 
 
A. Satisfied 
B. Partial Satisfied   
C. Not Satisfied 
D. No Reply 
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26. Upazila Parishad monthly meetings held in every month. How do you assess the UZP 
meetings?   
 
A. Very Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Partially Effective 
D. Not Effective 
 
27. Who draws up the agenda for UZP meetings? 
 
A. UZP Chairman 
B. UNO  
C. Chairman & UNO together 
D. Upazila Parishad 
 
28. Who draws up the annual budget for the Upazila? 
 
A. UZP Chairman 
B. UNO  
C. Chairman & UNO together 
D. Upazila Parishad 
  
29. Who leads the major policy decisions in this Upazila? 
A. UZP Chairman 
B. UNO 
C. MP 
D. By Consensus of UZP  
 
30. Who draws up the decisions about the UZP staffs? 
 
A. UNO  
B. UZP Chairman 
C. Chairman & UNO together 
D. Upazila Parishad 
 
 
31. Would you please provide what kind of roles you are performing now as an official 
bureaucrat?  
 
A. ……………………………………………….. 
B. ………………………………………………… 
C. ………………………………………………… 
D. ………………………………………………… 
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32. What kind of roles are playing by the elected politician? 
 
A. ........................................................................... 
B. .......................................................................... 
C. .......................................................................... 
D. ........................................................................... 
 
33. There are four dominant models of politics-bureaucracy relations in the existing 
literatures of political science and public administration. Which model is more effective 
in your consideration? 
 
A. Dichotomy or Separate 
B. Mutual-Interactive 
C. Autonomy 
D. Political Responsiveness 
 
34. Practically, which model you are following or maintaining in your professional life and 
why? 
A. ........................................................................... 
B. .......................................................................... 
C. .......................................................................... 
D. ........................................................................... 
 
 
35. How would you rate your relationship with the UZPC and other elected politicians? 
 
A. Very Good 
B. Good 
C. Fairly Good 
D. Poor 
 
36. Would you please explain what factors influence to make good relationship?  
 
A. .................................................................................................. 
B. .................................................................................................. 
C. .................................................................................................. 
D. .................................................................................................. 
 
37. What factors account for bad relationship? 
A. .................................................................................................. 
B. .................................................................................................. 
C. .................................................................................................. 
D. .................................................................................................. 
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38. Would you say in which grounds the most of the conflict occurs between politics and 
Bureaucracy? 
 
A. ........................................................................ 
B. ........................................................................ 
C. ........................................................................ 
D. ........................................................................ 
 
39. Would you like to recommend any model what should be the ideal relation model 
between the politicians and bureaucrats and where they could be worked together? 
 
A. ........................................................................ 
B. ........................................................................ 
C. ........................................................................ 
D. ........................................................................  
 
40. Who maintains good relation with local MP? 
 
A. UNO 
B. UZPC 
C. Both  
D. No Reply 
 
41. Do you get any instructions for developmental works from MP? 
 
A. Yes 
B. No 
 
 
E. Governance and Development: 
 
42. What do you mean by Governance and Development? 
 
A. ................................................................. 
B. ................................................................. 
C. ................................................................. 
D. ................................................................. 
 
43. You know accountability is the key to governance. You are accountable to whom and 
how do you ensure your individual accountability? 
 
A. ......................................................... 
B. ......................................................... 
C. ......................................................... 
D. ......................................................... 
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44. You know the politico-bureaucratic conflict has multidimensional impacts. How does this 
conflict impact on the following issues most and why? 
 
Impacts SA A DA DNK 
Rule application and individual agent‘s role performance is 
being hampered 
    
Collective decisions and actions are impossible if always 
conflict occurs 
    
Ensuring accountability and transparency are almost 
impossible 
    
The infrastructural development is being delayed and denied       
Mostly affects the public service delivery     
 
 
45. How is the present condition of governance and development of your Upazila after 
activation of UZP? 
 
A. Improved 
B. Remain the same 
C. Deteriorated 
D. Don‘t Know 
 
46. What is the present condition of public service delivery mechanisms after activation of 
the UZP? 
 
A. Improved 
B. Remain the same 
C. Deteriorated 
D. Don‘t Know 
 
47. How many development projects have been implemented in this tenure? 
 
A. Development Sector..................................................... 
B. Agriculture Sector........................................................ 
C. Education Sector.......................................................... 
D. Health Sector................................................................ 
 
48. What are the most crucial problems of governance and development in your UZP? 
 
A. ................................................... 
B. ..................................................... 
C. .................................................... 
D. .................................................... 
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49. Would you like to recommend any suggestion as the abrupt solution? 
 
A. .................................................... 
B. .................................................... 
C. .................................................... 
D. .................................................... 
 
 
50.  Do you think that the UZP is controlled by the regulations of central government and 
how would you explain the impacts of central regulation on politics-bureaucracy 
relations?  
 
A. Yes ………………………. 
 
B. No………………………… 
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Appendix- 3: Survey Questionnaire for General People 
 
Interview Questions: 
 
1. Name :_________________________________ 
2.  Age: ____________ 
3. Gender:_________________ 
4. Education Qualification:_________________ 
5. Occupation :_________________ 
6. Yearly Income:_________________ 
 
 
7. Politics and administration brings together the political elements and bureaucratic 
elements. Do you think these two actors are characteristically separate and their roles and 
functions should be distinct? 
 
A. Yes 
B. No 
C. No Response  
 
8. If the answer is yes then where should be limited the politicians roles? 
 
A. Policy formulation 
B. Policy Implementation 
C. Governance and development 
D. All of the above 
 
9. Where should be limited the bureaucrats roles? 
 
A. Policy formulation 
B. Policy Implementation 
C. Governance and development 
D. All of the above 
 
10. Which component do you think crucial for ensuring local governance and development? 
 
A. Local Politicians 
B. Local Bureaucrats 
C. Civil Society 
D. All of the above    
 
 
11. The civil service is commonly considered as an institution with neutral competence from 
political influence. What do you think about the bureaucracy of Bangladesh? 
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A. Politically Neutral 
B. Mixture of Competent Incompetent 
C. Politically Involve and Responsiveness   
D. All of the Above 
 
12. You know there are two actors; politicians and bureaucrats equally involve in 
governance. As an entity they are not equal. Of course one of them is superior. In your 
general consideration who is superior and why? 
 
A. Politicians and why.......................................................................... 
B. Bureaucrats and why........................................................................ 
C. No Comments 
 
 
13. Who is comparatively more transparent in his work? 
 
A. Politicians 
B. Bureaucrats 
 
14. You know politicians and bureaucrats are elected and appointed for public needs. Would 
you say who entertains the citizen‘s interest and complains most and you can access 
easily to whom? 
 
A. Local Elected Politicians  
B. Local Bureaucrats 
 
15. As an elected representative UZPC should have involvement in the daily business of 
bureaucrats. How do you support the statement?  
 
A. Strongly Support 
B. Support 
C. Partially Support 
D. Don‘t Support  
 
16. Following are some statements about politicians and bureaucrats. How far do you agree 
or disagree with the statements listed below. 
 
Perceptions about Politicians Agree Partially 
Agree 
Disagree 
Politicians are not well acquainted with administrative 
procedures, rules and regulations 
   
Politicians have tendency to disregard to conform the rules and 
regulation in governance  
   
Politicians cannot act in a decisive manner because of various 
conflicting pressure on them 
   
Politicians do not trust Bureaucrats    
Politicians are generally cooperative with Bureaucrats    
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Politicians do not appreciate the viewpoints and the difficulties 
of Bureaucrats 
   
Politicians are hostile to Bureaucrats    
Politicians do nothing but create problem for the Bureaucrats    
Politicians are corrupt    
Politicians care for people‘s welfare    
Politicians work only in their self-interest    
Politicians are more transparent than Bureaucrats    
Politicians entertain the people‘s complain most    
Politicians help in making government policies realistic     
 
Perceptions about Bureaucrats Agree Partially 
Agree 
Disagree 
Bureaucrats  are  well acquainted with administrative 
procedures, rules and regulations 
   
Bureaucrats  have tendency to conform the rules and regulation 
in governance  
   
Bureaucrats are very rigid in their attitude and they do not 
listen to the advice of others 
   
Bureaucrats distrust Politicians    
Bureaucrats take part in local politics    
Bureaucrats do not appreciate the viewpoints and the 
difficulties of local Politicians 
   
Bureaucrats are inefficient    
Bureaucrats work in the interest of ruling class    
Bureaucrats  are corrupt    
Bureaucrats care for people‘s welfare    
Bureaucrats work only in their self-interest    
Bureaucrats are more transparent than Politicians    
Bureaucrats entertain the people‘s complain most    
Bureaucrats have a tendency to expand the departments and 
increase procedures instead of solving concrete problems 
   
 
17. What is the circumstance of the activities of your Upazila? 
 
A. Good     
B. Moderate 
C. Not Good 
D. No Reply 
 
18. How is the present situation of governance and development of your Upazila after 
activation of UZP? 
 
A. Improved 
B. Remain the same 
C. Deteriorated 
D. Don‘t Know 
 
19. What is the present condition of public service delivery mechanisms after activation of 
the UZP? 
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A. Improved 
B. Remain the same 
C. Deteriorated 
D. Don‘t Know 
 
20. Are you satisfied to the manner in which politicians and bureaucrats are facilitating the 
public service? 
 
A. Satisfied 
B. Partial Satisfied 
C. Not Satisfied 
D. No Reply 
 
21. What do you mean by Governance and Development? 
 
A. ................................................................. 
B. ................................................................. 
C. ................................................................. 
D. ................................................................. 
 
 
22. You know accountability is the key to governance. The UZPC and UNO are accountable 
to whom? 
 
A. ......................................................... 
B. ......................................................... 
C. ......................................................... 
D. ......................................................... 
 
 
23. What are the most crucial problems of governance and development in your UZP? 
 
A. .................................................... 
B. .................................................... 
C. .................................................... 
D. .................................................... 
 
24. Would you like to recommend any suggestion as the abrupt solution? 
 
A. .................................................... 
B. .................................................... 
C. .................................................... 
D. .................................................... 
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25. How would you rate the relationship between local elected politicians and official 
bureaucrats? 
 
A. Very Good 
B. Good 
C. Fairly Good 
D. Poor 
 
26. Is there any conflict between politicians and bureaucrats in this Upazila? 
 
A. Yes 
B. No 
C. No Response  
 
27. Would you say in which grounds the most of the conflict occurs between politics and 
Bureaucracy? 
 
A. ........................................................................ 
B. ....................................................................... 
C. ........................................................................ 
D. ........................................................................ 
 
 
28. You know the politico-bureaucratic conflict has multidimensional impacts. How does this 
conflict impact on the local governance and development? 
 
Impacts SA A DA DNK 
Rule application and individual agent‘s role performance is 
being hampered 
    
Collective decisions and actions are impossible if always 
conflict occurs 
    
Ensuring accountability and transparency are almost 
impossible 
    
The infrastructural development is being delayed and denied       
Mostly affects the public service delivery     
 
29. Who maintain good relation with the local MP? 
 
A. Upazila Chairman 
B. UNO 
C. Both  
D. No Reply 
 
30. How do you assess the role of MP in the UZP? 
A. ……………………….. 
B. ………………………. 
C. ………………………. 
D. ……………………… 
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Appendix- 4: Demographic Characteristics of Studied Upazilas 
(2013) 
 
Upazila 
Characteristics Kaunia Moheshpur Nasirnagar Pirojpur 
sadar 
Savar Shajahanpur Sunamgomj 
Sadar 
Area(sqkm) Total 147.64 417.85 294.36 166.81 280.12 221.69 290.71 
Land 144.54 410 282.23 140.14  220.47 267.71 
Reserve Forest 0 0 0 0  0 0 
Reverine Area 3.10 7.85 12.13 26.67  1.22 23 
Population Household 56263 79761 59024 38017  72685 49557 
Total 
Population 
(000) 
228 332 309 163.47 1442.885 290 279.019 
Male(000) 113 166 151 80.704 769.117 150 139.561 
Female(000) 115 166 158 82.766 673.767 140 139.458 
Sex Ratio 
(Male/Female) 
98 100 95 98 118 106 100 
Density (Per 
sqkm) 
1543 796 1050 980 4948 1307 960 
Administration Municipality 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 
Ward 9 9 0 9 9 3 9 
Union 6 12 13 7 12 11 9 
Agriculture Permanent 
Cropped(Acre) 
309 5376 4090 8537 - 396 466 
Industry Major Industry 68 108 85 17 1188 84 0 
Major 
Occupation 
Agriculture% 51.08 74.79 71.81 49.88 20.46 55.48 62.06 
Service% 5.30 2.71 2.82 1.87 28.74 10.98 5.01 
Industry% 2.86 - 0.60 1.54 2.82 1.37 0.85 
Commerce% 13.18 12 11.95 19.05 2.55 13.01 10.96 
Education Literacy % 41.9 44.8 34.9 70.3 58.2 57.7 38.8 
Male% 40.8 45.7 35.9 70.8 64.1 60.5 41.3 
Female% 39 43.8 34 69.8 51.1 54.7 36.2 
Health Government 
Health 
Complex 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Private Clinic 0 4 0 9 48 4 7 
Number of 
Physician 
18 11 12 31 - 51 26 
Transportation 
and 
Communication 
Road(km) 652 263 415.91 240 1147 898 180 
Railway(km) 17 16 0 0 0 0 0 
Waterway(km) 7 45 70 42  0 45 
 
 
  
372 
 
Appendix – 5: Average of Demographic Variables (Politicians) 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Age of the Respondents 70 33 79 49.79 9.653 
Gender of the Respondents 70 1 2 1.10 .302 
Education level of the 
Respondents 
70 1 5 3.06 1.361 
Occupation of the 
Respondents 
70 1 6 3.44 1.490 
Experience in Politics 70 1 6 3.81 1.526 
Family Background of the 
Respondents 
70 1 3 2.10 .422 
Parents‘ Occupation of the 
Respondents 
70 1 4 1.43 .753 
Parents‘ Yearly Income 70 .00 5.00 2.9571 1.94441 
 
Average of Demographic Variables (Bureaucrats) 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Age of the Respondent 70 26 57 42.11 8.564 
Education level of the 
Respondent 
70 4 5 4.79 .413 
Gender of the Respondent 70 1 2 1.20 .403 
Occupation of the 
Respondents 
70 1 1 1.00 .000 
Length of Service 70 1 6 3.31 1.690 
Family Background of the 
Respondents 
70 1 3 1.97 .450 
Parents Occupation of the 
Respondent 
70 1 4 2.39 .982 
Parents Yearly Income 70 .00 5.00 3.0286 1.80154 
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Appendix – 6: Rural and Urban Upazila’s Demographic 
Characteristics (By Number) 
 
 Rural Upazila Urban Upazila 
 Kaunia Shajahanpur Maheshpur Nasirnagar Savar Sunamgonj 
Sadar 
Pirojpur 
Sadar 
 *P *B P B P B P B P B P B P B 
 
Education 
              
Bellow 
Secondary 
2 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 
Secondary 
Passed 
2 0 1 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 
Higher 
Secondary 
Passed 
3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 
Graduate 1 3 5 0 3 5 3 3 7 1 2 1 4 2 
Post Graduate 2 7 0 10 0 5 2 7 2 9 2 9 1 8 
 
Occupation 
              
Agriculture 4 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 
Service 0 10 0 10 0 10 0 10 0 1
0 
5 10 0 10 
Business 4 0 6 0 5 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 8 0 
Business & 
Politics 
0 0 3 0 1 0 5 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 
Teaching 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 
Other 2 0 1 0 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 
 
Experience 
              
0-5 0 1 2 1 0 1 2 1 0 1 2 2 0 0 
6-10 0 3 2 4 1 4 0 2 1 3 2 4 1 4 
11-15 1 1 4 5 3 0 1 1 2 2 2 1 2 1 
16-20 5 3 0 0 5 4 1 0 4 2 1 0 2 1 
21-25 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 3 2 0 2 0 2 1 
25+ 4 2 0 0 0 1 5 3 1 2 1 3 2 3 
 
Family 
Background 
              
Lower Class 1 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 
Middle Class 8 9 4 8 9 4 8 10 9 8 9 9 10 8 
Higher Class 1 1 6 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 
 
*P=Politicians, *B=Bureaucrats 
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Appendix – 7: Perceptional Survey Data of Respondents (N=280) 
 
Politicians Kaunia Pirojpur Sunamgonj Nasirnagar Moheshpur Savar Shajahanpur 
A PA DA A PA DA A PA DA A PA DA A PA DA A PA DA A PA DA 
 
V-1 
Pl 5 2 3 5 2 3 7 0 3 5 3 2 4 2 4 6 2 2 6 1 3 
Br 6 2 2 7 3 0 5 4 1 7 2 1 6 3 1 6 1 3 5 3 2 
Gp 10 2 8 10 2 8 12 1 7 11 2 7 10 2 8 10 3 7 12 1 7 
 
V-2 
Pl 3 4 3 2 5 3 2 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 2 3 2 5 3 5 2 
Br 5 2 3 5 2 3 6 2 2 5 1 4 5 2 3 6 1 3 4 3 3 
Gp 9 7 4 8 8 4 10 10 0 11 7 2 11 7 2 10 8 2 10 8 2 
 
V-3 
Pl 6 1 3 5 1 4 8 1 1 7 1 2 5 1 4 6 2 2 5 2 3 
Br 6 2 2 5 4 1 4 3 3 5 2 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 3 
Gp 12 3 5 12 3 5 12 3 5 15 1 4 12 2 6 11 4 5 13 2 5 
 
V-4 
Pl 6 2 2 5 2 3 5 3 2 5 2 3 4 3 3 4 2 4 3 2 5 
Br 3 3 4 4 2 4 4 3 3 5 2 3 3 3 4 5 3 2 4 3 3 
Gp 4 8 8 4 8 8 4 9 7 3 7 10 5 7 8 2 10 8 3 9 8 
 
V-5 
Pl 6 2 2 4 2 4 4 1 5 4 2 4 5 2 3 5 1 4 6 1 3 
Br 2 3 5 3 2 5 2 5 3 3 4 3 1 4 5 2 3 5 2 4 4 
Gp 6 7 7 7 6 7 5 8 7 5 7 8 4 7 9 6 6 8 6 6 8 
 
V-6 
Pl 7 1 2 7 1 2 6 1 3 6 2 2 6 1 3 8 1 1 5 2 3 
Br 6 2 2 5 3 2 7 2 1 7 1 2 8 2 0 6 2 2 8 1 1 
Gp 5 12 3 6 11 3 6 11 3 6 12 2 7 9 4 8 10 2 7 10 3 
 
V-7 
Pl 2 3 5 2 3 5 1 3 6 2 3 5 1 3 6 3 1 6 2 3 5 
Br 3 3 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 2 4 4 3 2 5 2 4 4 2 3 5 
Gp 5 8 7 3 9 8 2 7 11 4 7 9 4 8 8 5 6 9 4 8 8 
 
V-8 
Pl 1 2 7 1 2 7 2 1 7 2 2 6 1 1 8 1 1 8 1 2 7 
Br 4 3 3 4 2 4 4 3 3 3 2 5 2 4 4 4 2 4 3 3 4 
Gp 4 6 10 5 2 13 4 6 10 3 6 11 5 4 11 2 8 10 3 7 10 
 
V-9 
Pl 2 2 6 1 3 6 1 5 4 1 4 5 1 4 5 2 4 4 2 3 5 
Br 2 3 5 2 4 4 3 5 2 3 3 4 2 4 4 3 4 3 2 4 4 
Gp 15 3 2 14 5 1 11 6 3 12 6 2 10 6 4 14 5 1 13 4 3 
 
V-10 
Pl 7 2 1 5 3 2 8 1 1 6 2 2 6 2 2 6 3 1 7 2 1 
Br 2 3 5 3 3 4 2 2 6 3 2 5 1 2 7 2 3 5 2 2 6 
Gp 5 12 3 7 9 4 4 13 3 6 11 3 3 10 7 4 12 4 6 10 4 
 
V-11 
Pl 1 3 6 1 2 7 1 2 7 2 2 6 1 2 7 1 1 8 1 1 8 
Br 3 2 5 3 2 5 3 2 5 2 2 6 3 1 6 3 1 6 2 2 6 
Gp 4 7 9 3 5 12 4 7 9 4 8 8 3 8 9 6 6 8 5 7 8 
 
V-12 
Pl 7 0 3 8 1 1 8 1 1 7 2 1 6 2 2 8 1 1 7 2 1 
Br 1 2 7 1 1 8 1 1 8 1 2 7 1 1 8 0 2 8 0 1 9 
Gp 6 9 5 6 5 9 6 8 6 7 11 2 5 10 5 5 10 5 6 10 4 
 
V-13 
Pl 9 1 0 7 1 2 8 1 1 9 0 1 7 1 2 8 1 1 10 0 0 
Br 2 3 5 3 4 3 3 4 3 2 3 5 2 2 2 1 3 6 2 4 4 
Gp 18 2 0 18 1 1 17 2 1 18 1 1 19 0 1 17 3 0 17 2 1 
 
V-14 
Pl 4 3 3 5 2 3 5 2 3 5 2 3 6 1 3 4 3 3 6 2 2 
Br 2 3 5 2 2 6 2 2 6 3 2 5 2 3 5 3 3 4 2 3 5 
Gp 12 3 5 13 3 4 12 4 4 10 2 8 11 3 6 14 2 4 13 4 3 
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Bureaucrats Kaunia Pirojpur Sunamgonj Nasirnagar Moheshpur Savar Shajahanpur 
A PA DA A PA DA A PA DA A PA DA A PA DA A PA DA A PA DA 
 
V-1 
Pl 3 5 2 4 4 2 5 2 3 6 2 2 5 2 3 7 2 1 6 2 2 
Br 8 2 0 9 1 0 8 2 0 7 2 1 9 1 0 8 2 0 7 1 2 
Gp 12 4 4 12 2 6 10 5 5 14 3 3 13 2 5 11 4 5 10 5 5 
 
V-2 
Pl 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 4 2 4 4 2 4 4 2 4 4 3 3 4 
Br 6 2 2 7 3 0 5 1 4 6 2 2 7 1 2 6 2 2 7 2 1 
Gp 7 8 5 4 7 9 7 8 5 7 7 6 8 7 5 8 7 5 6 8 6 
 
V-3 
Pl 6 3 1 6 1 3 6 2 2 7 2 1 5 2 3 4 3 3 5 2 3 
Br 1 2 7 1 1 8 1 2 7 1 4 5 2 2 6 1 2 7 2 3 5 
Gp 8 6 6 8 6 6 7 8 5 8 4 8 9 7 4 8 5 7 9 5 6 
 
V-4 
Pl 4 2 4 6 1 3 5 2 3 7 1 2 4 2 4 5 1 4 5 1 4 
Br 2 3 5 3 1 6 2 2 6 1 2 7 2 3 5 3 3 4 2 2 6 
Gp 6 10 4 6 10 4 4 9 7 6 12 2 6 11 3 4 10 6 5 9 6 
 
V-5 
Pl 6 1 3 7 0 3 7 0 3 8 1 1 5 1 4 6 1 3 7 1 2 
Br 1 3 6 2 2 6 2 3 5 2 2 6 2 2 6 2 2 6 1 3 6 
Gp 12 8 0 9 11 0 12 6 2 14 6 0 11 6 3 15 4 1 13 7 0 
 
V-6 
Pl 5 2 3 6 2 2 6 1 3 5 2 3 4 3 3 5 1 4 6 1 3 
Br 2 2 6 1 2 7 2 1 7 1 3 6 1 2 7 0 2 8 0 3 7 
Gp 10 8 2 10 6 4 10 6 4 8 10 2 9 8 3 9 7 4 9 7 4 
 
V-7 
Pl 5 1 4 4 2 4 5 2 3 4 3 3 3 3 4 6 2 2 4 2 4 
Br 1 3 6 2 2 6 3 3 4 1 2 7 1 2 7 3 2 5 1 4 5 
Gp 4 10 6 5 9 6 4 8 8 3 10 7 3 9 8 4 8 8 5 9 6 
 
V-8 
Pl 8 1 1 6 1 3 8 1 1 6 3 1 7 1 2 7 2 1 8 0 2 
Br 1 1 8 1 1 8 1 1 8 0 1 9 1 1 8 2 1 7 0 2 8 
Gp 14 5 1 15 5 0 14 3 3 12 4 4 15 2 3 13 3 4 12 3 5 
 
V-9 
Pl 2 3 5 4 1 5 4 2 4 5 1 4 3 4 3 3 2 5 4 3 3 
Br 2 1 7 2 2 6 2 1 7 1 1 8 2 2 6 1 2 7 2 2 6 
Gp 14 4 2 11 6 9 14 3 3 14 5 1 12 5 3 14 4 2 13 4 3 
 
V-10 
Pl 3 1 6 2 1 7 3 3 4 2 3 5 1 3 6 1 4 5 2 4 4 
Br 7 1 2 7 0 3 7 1 2 8 0 2 9 0 1 6 1 3 8 0 2 
Gp 4 5 11 3 7 10 5 6 9 3 5 12 5 5 10 4 4 12 3 6 11 
 
V-11 
Pl 3 2 5 3 2 5 5 1 4 3 1 6 4 1 5 3 2 5 4 1 5 
Br 1 3 6 1 1 8 1 3 6 1 2 7 1 2 7 1 2 7 0 3 7 
Gp 11 3 6 10 4 6 10 3 7 11 4 5 9 5 6 12 3 5 12 4 4 
 
V-12 
Pl 2 2 6 1 2 7 0 3 7 1 2 7 0 3 7 2 2 6 1 1 8 
Br 9 0 1 8 1 1 8 1 1 8 2 0 8 1 1 7 1 2 9 0 1 
Gp 7 10 3 8 11 1 6 9 5 7 9 4 7 9 4 5 12 3 6 11 3 
 
V-13 
Pl 2 1 7 3 1 6 3 2 5 4 1 5 2 2 6 2 2 6 2 3 5 
Br 8 1 1 6 2 2 4 3 3 8 0 2 8 0 2 8 0 2 7 1 2 
Gp 2 0 18 2 0 18 2 3 15 3 0 17 1 1 18 2 0 18 2 2 16 
 
V-14 
Pl 6 2 2 7 1 2 7 1 2 6 2 2 6 2 2 7 1 2 8 1 1 
Br 2 3 5 0 3 7 1 2 7 1 2 7 2 2 6 1 4 5 1 4 5 
Gp 12 3 5 11 4 5 12 3 5 10 3 7 10 3 7 11 5 4 11 4 5 
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Appendix – 8: Survey Data on Self-image and Mutual Interaction 
(N=280) 
 
Variables Sampl
e 
Responses  x  SD P 2x  
A PA DA 
Politicians are not well acquainted with administrative 
procedures, rules, and regulations 
Pl 38 12 20 2.257 .879 .01 
Br 42 18 10 2.457 .735 .01 
Gp 155 43 82 2.260 .883 .01 
Politicians have tendency to disregard to conform the rules and 
regulation in governance 
Pl 21 27 22 1.985 .789 Not 
Sig. 
Br 36 13 21 2.214 .882 .01 
Gp 126 94 59 2.310 1.414 .01 
Politicians cannot act in a decisive manner because of various 
conflicting pressure on them 
Pl 42 9 19 2.328 .880 .01 
Br 30 21 19 2.157 .827 Not 
Sig. 
Gp 159 48 73 2.307 .858 .01 
Politicians do not trust Bureaucrats Pl 32 16 22 2.142 .872 Not 
Sig. 
Br 28 19 23 2.071 .856 Not 
Sig. 
Gp 85 93 102 1.939 .816 Not 
Sig. 
Politicians are generally cooperative with Bureaucrats Pl 34 11 25 2.128 .915 .01 
Br 15 25 30 1.785 .778 Not 
Sig. 
Gp 88 83 109 1.925 .836 Not 
Sig. 
Politicians do not appreciate the viewpoints and the difficulties 
of Bureaucrats 
Pl 45 9 16 2.414 .842 .01 
Br 47 13 10 2.528 .736 .01 
Gp 137 97 46 2.325 .741 .01 
Politicians are hostile to Bureaucrats Pl 13 19 38 1.642 .780 .01 
Br 18 14 28 1.857 .803 Not 
Sig. 
Gp 58 96 126 1.757 .774 .01 
Politicians do nothing but problems to Bureaucrats Pl 9 11 50 1.414 .712 .01 
Br 24 19 27 1.957 .858 Not 
Sig. 
Gp 59 69 152 1.667 .803 .01 
Politicians are corrupt Pl 10 25 35 1.642 .723 .01 
Br 17 27 26 1.871 .778 Not 
Sig. 
Gp 116 87 77 2.139 .819 .01 
Politicians care for people's welfare Pl 45 15 10 2.500 .737 .01 
Br 15 17 38 1.671 .811 .01 
Gp 95 109 76 2.067 .779 Not 
Sig. 
Politicians work only in their self interest Pl 8 13 49 1.414 .691 .01 
Br 19 12 39 1.714 .870 .01 
Gp 56 73 151 1.660 .791 .01 
Politicians are more transparent than Bureaucrats Pl 51 9 10 2.585 .732 .01 
Br 5 10 55 1.285 .593 .01 
Gp 97 82 101 1.985 .842 Not 
Sig. 
Politicians entertain the people's complain most Pl 58 5 7 2.728 .635 .01 
Br 15 25 30 1.785 .778 Not 
Sig. 
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Gp 197 41 42 2.553 .741 .01 
Politicians help in making government policies realistic Pl 35 15 20 2.214 .866 .01 
Br 16 18 36 1.714 .819 .01 
Gp 136 54 90 2.164 .884 .01 
¯ 
Variables Sa
mpl
e 
Responses  x  SD P 2x  
A PA DA 
Bureaucrats are well acquainted with administrative procedures, 
rules, and regulations 
Pl 36 19 15 2.300 .804 .01 
Br 56 11 3 2.757 .522 .01 
Gp 174 55 51 2.439 .782 .01 
Bureaucrats have tendency to conform the rules and regulation 
in governance 
Pl 18 24 28 1.857 .803 Not 
Sig. 
Br 44 13 13 2.442 .791 .01 
Gp 109 89 82 2.096 .821 Not 
Sig. 
Bureaucrats are very rigid in their attitude and they do not listen 
to the advice of others 
Pl 39 15 16 2.328 .829 .01 
Br 9 16 45 1.485 .717 .01 
Gp 105 72 103 2.007 .863 .01 
Bureaucrats distrust politicians Pl 36 10 24 2.171 .916 .01 
Br 15 16 39 1.657 .8144 .01 
Gp 88 97 95 1.975 .809 Not 
Sig. 
Bureaucrats take part in local politics Pl 46 5 19 2.385 .889 .01 
Br 12 17 41 1.585 .7707 .01 
Gp 144 70 66 2.278 .821 .01 
Bureaucrats do not appreciate the viewpoints and the difficulties 
of local politicians 
Pl 37 12 21 2.228 .887 .01 
Br 7 15 48 1.414 .670 .01 
Gp 109 79 92 2.060 .846 Not 
Sig. 
Bureaucrats are inefficient Pl 31 15 24 2.100 .887 Not 
Sig. 
Br 12 18 40 1.600 .768 .01 
Gp 71 96 113 1.850 .798 .01 
Bureaucrats works in the interest of ruling class Pl 50 9 11 2.557 .754 .01 
Br 6 8 56 1.285 .617 .01 
Gp 151 42 87 2.228 .894 .01 
Bureaucrats are corrupt Pl 25 16 29 1.942 .882 .01 
Br 12 11 47 1.500 .775 .01 
Gp 129 58 93 2.128 .882 .01 
Bureaucrats care for people's welfare Pl 14 19 37 1.671 .793 .01 
Br 52 3 15 2.528 .829 .01 
Gp 93 60 127 1.878 .879 .01 
Bureaucrats work only in their self interest Pl 25 10 35 1.857 .9213 .01 
Br 6 16 48 1.400 .646 .01 
Gp 106 52 122 1.942 .902 .01 
Bureaucrats are more transparent than politicians Pl 7 15 48 1.414 .670 .01 
Br 57 6 7 2.714 .640 .01 
Gp 110 92 78 2.114 .812 Not 
Sig. 
Bureaucrats entertain people's complain most Pl 18 12 40 1.685 .860 .01 
Br 49 7 14 2.500 .812 .01 
Gp 81 25 174 1.667 .896 .01 
Bureaucrats have tendency to expand the departments and 
increase procedures instead solving concrete problems 
Pl 47 10 13 2.485 .793 .01 
Br 8 20 42 1.514 .696 .01 
Gp 132 55 93 2.139 .887 .01 
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Appendix- 9: General People’s Perception on Politicians and 
Bureaucrats (Average) 
 
N=140 
Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Politicians are not well acquainted with administrative procedures, rules, and 
regulations 
2.16 .94 
Politicians have tendency to disregard to conform the rules and regulation in 
governance 
2.52 1.79 
Politicians cannot act in a decisive manner because of various conflicting pressure 
on them 
2.37 .86 
Politicians do not trust Bureaucrats 1.77 .73 
Politicians are generally cooperative with Bureaucrats 1.89 .81 
Politicians do not appreciate the viewpoints and the difficulties of Bureaucrats 2.18 .66 
Politicians are hostile to Bureaucrats 1.76 .75 
Politicians do nothing but problems to Bureaucrats 1.65 .78 
Politicians are corrupt 2.52 .69 
Politicians care for people's welfare 2.05 .67 
Politicians work only in their self interest 1.75 .78 
Politicians are more transparent than Bureaucrats 2.04 .74 
Politicians entertain the people's complain most 2.85 .45 
Politicians help in making government policies realistic 2.36 .85 
 
 
General People’s Perception on Bureaucrats (Average) 
 
N=140 
Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Bureaucrats are well acquainted with administrative procedures, rules, and 
regulations 
2.35 .84 
Bureaucrats have tendency to conform the rules and regulation in governance 2.04 .79 
Bureaucrats are very rigid in their attitude and they do not listen to the advice of 2.10 .84 
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others 
Bureaucrats distrust politicians 2.03 .70 
Bureaucrats take part in local politics 2.57 .58 
Bureaucrats do not appreciate the viewpoints and the difficulties of local politicians 2.30 .74 
Bureaucrats are inefficient 1.85 .73 
Bureaucrats works in the interest of ruling class 2.54 .73 
Bureaucrats are corrupt 2.54 .70 
Bureaucrats care for people's welfare 1.66 .78 
Bureaucrats work only in their self interest 2.26 .87 
Bureaucrats are more transparent than politicians 2.16 .69 
Bureaucrats entertain people's complain most 1.24 .62 
Bureaucrats have tendency to expand the departments and increase procedures 
instead solving concrete problems 
2.28 .87 
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Appendix- 10: Politicians and Bureaucrats Perceptions to each other 
(result counted N= 140) 
 
 
Perceptions (N=140) 
Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Politicians are not well acquainted with administrative procedures, rules, and regulations 2.36 .81 
Politicians have tendency to disregard to conform the rules and regulation in governance 2.10 .84 
Politicians cannot act in a decisive manner because of various conflicting pressure on 
them 
2.24 .86 
Politicians do not trust Bureaucrats 2.10 .86 
Politicians are generally cooperative with Bureaucrats 1.95 .86 
Politicians do not appreciate the viewpoints and the difficulties of Bureaucrats 2.47 .79 
Politicians are hostile to Bureaucrats 1.75 .80 
Politicians do nothing but problems to Bureaucrats 1.69 .83 
Politicians are corrupt 1.76 .76 
Politicians care for people's welfare 2.09 .88 
Politicians work only in their self interest 1.56 .80 
Politicians are more transparent than Bureaucrats 1.94 .93 
Politicians entertain the people's complain most 2.26 .85 
Politicians help in making government policies realistic 1.96 .87 
Bureaucrats are well acquainted with administrative procedures, rules, and regulations 2.53 .71 
Bureaucrats have tendency to conform the rules and regulation in governance 2.15 .85 
Bureaucrats are very rigid in their attitude and they do not listen to the advice of others 1.91 .88 
Bureaucrats distrust politicians 1.91 .90 
Bureaucrats take part in local politics 1.99 .92 
Bureaucrats do not appreciate the viewpoints and the difficulties of local politicians 1.82 .88 
Bureaucrats are inefficient 1.85 .86 
Bureaucrats works in the interest of ruling class 1.92 .94 
Bureaucrats are corrupt 1.72 .86 
Bureaucrats care for people's welfare 2.10 .92 
Bureaucrats work only in their self interest 1.63 .83 
Bureaucrats are more transparent than politicians 2.06 .92 
Bureaucrats entertain people's complain most 2.09 .93 
Bureaucrats have tendency to expand the departments and increase procedures instead 
solving concrete problems 
2.00 .89 
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Appendix – 11: Total Respondents Perception on Politicians (result 
counted N=280) 
 
N=280 
Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Politicians are not well acquainted with administrative procedures, rules, and 
regulations 
2.26 .88 
Politicians have tendency to disregard to conform the rules and regulation in 
governance 
2.31 1.41 
Politicians cannot act in a decisive manner because of various conflicting 
pressure on them 
2.31 .86 
Politicians do not trust Bureaucrats 1.94 .82 
Politicians are generally cooperative with Bureaucrats 1.93 .84 
Politicians do not appreciate the viewpoints and the difficulties of Bureaucrats 2.33 .74 
Politicians are hostile to Bureaucrats 1.76 .77 
Politicians do nothing but problems to Bureaucrats 1.67 .80 
Politicians are corrupt 2.14 .83 
Politicians care for people's welfare 2.07 .78 
Politicians work only in their self interest 1.66 .79 
Politicians are more transparent than Bureaucrats 1.99 .84 
Politicians entertain the people's complain most 2.55 .74 
Politicians help in making government policies realistic 2.16 .88 
 
Total Respondents Perception on Bureaucrats 
 
 
N=280 
Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Bureaucrats are well acquainted with administrative procedures, rules, 
and regulations 
2.44 .78 
Bureaucrats have tendency to conform the rules and regulation in 
governance 
2.10 .82 
Bureaucrats are very rigid in their attitude and they do not listen to the 
advice of others 
2.01 .86 
Bureaucrats distrust politicians 1.96 .80 
Bureaucrats take part in local politics 2.28 .82 
Bureaucrats do not appreciate the viewpoints and the difficulties of local 
politicians 
2.06 .84 
Bureaucrats are inefficient 1.85 .80 
Bureaucrats works in the interest of ruling class 2.23 .89 
Bureaucrats are corrupt 2.13 .88 
Bureaucrats care for people's welfare 1.88 .88 
Bureaucrats work only in their self interest 1.94 .90 
Bureaucrats are more transparent than politicians 2.11 .81 
Bureaucrats entertain people's complain most 1.67 .90 
Bureaucrats have tendency to expand the departments and increase 
procedures instead solving concrete problems 
2.14 .88 
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Appendix – 12: List of functions of Upazila Parishad (UZP) 
 
1. Preparation of five- year and different time-specific development plans 
2. Implementation, supervision and coordination of programmes and activities of various 
government departments transferred to the parishad 
3. Construction, repair and maintenance of inter-union roads 
4. Initiation and implementation of Upazila Parishad small irrigation projects to ensure 
optimal use of surface water in accordance with the government guidelines 
5. Ensuring public health, nutrition and family planning services 
6. Improvement of sanitationand drainage system and taking measures for supplying safe 
drinking water 
a. Motivation and assistance for expansion of education at the Upazila level 
b. Monitoring of activities of and giving assistance to the concerned institutions for 
improvement of quality of Secondary and Madrasha education 
7. Taking measures for establishment and expansion of cottage and small industries 
8. Giving assistance to and coordination of activities of cooperatives and non-government 
voluntary organizations 
9. Implementation of and providing assistance to women, children, social welfare, youth, 
sports and cultural activities 
10. Initiation and implementation of activities for improving agricultural, livestock, fisheries 
and forest resources 
11. Review of activities of the police department along with improvement of law and order 
situation in the Upazila and sending reports to the higher authorities regularly 
12. Initiation and implementation of self-motivated measures for creating self-employment 
and poverty reduction, and providing necessary assistance to the government in 
implementing related governmental programmes 
13. Coordination and examination of and giving assistance to development programmes of 
Union Parishads 
14. Taking various preventive measures including creating public awareness against 
committing crimes like oppression of women and children, etc. 
15. Taking various preventive measures including creating public awareness against 
committing crimes such as violence, theft, robbery, smuggling, use of narcotics, etc. 
16. Taking various measures including social forestation for preservation and development of 
envirnment 
17. Other functions as assigned by the government from time to time 
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Appendix – 13: Charter of Duties of UNO 
 
1. Upazila Nirbahi Officer will help and advise the Upazila Parishad Chairman in the 
exercise of his executive power. He will present all proposals for expenditure and 
administrative decisions to the chairman for approval. He will exercise executive 
power of the Parishad if authorised by it. 
2. He will provide secretarial support to the Upazila Parishad. As part of his official 
duty he will attend meetings of the Parishad and, if necessary, meetings of standing 
committees and participate in the discussion, but will not be able to vote.  
3. He will convene the first meeting of the Upazila Parishad in accordance with the 
Rules. He can convene monthly meetings of the Parishad at the advice of the 
Chairman, and in case of emergency, call a special meeting of the Upazila Parishad of 
one-third of members of the Parishad give a requision notice. 
4. He will express his opinion on any issue included in the agenda and move each 
agenda in the Parishad meetings with his specific opinion. 
5. He will communicate the decisions of the Parishad to the Local Government Division 
if he considers it necessary to inform the government. 
6. He will inform the Local Government Division if any abnormal situation/issue arises 
in the Parishad. 
7. He will assist the Parishad in the execution of its activities and the implementation of 
policies. He will take steps to execute the decisions of the Parishad. He will request 
the Parishad in writing to reconsider any of its decisions that he thinks has not been 
taken lawfully, and may affect peoples‘ life, health, and public security, if 
implemented. If the Parishad sticks to its decision that has already been taken, he will 
inform the government or prescribed authority about it with the knowledge of the 
Parishad Chairman. He will take necessary steps to implement the decision (s) if he 
does not receive any instruction from the government or the prescribed authority 
within 15 days. 
8. He will perform the role of a coordinator in the discharge of function by officials 
transferred to the Upazila Parishad. 
9. He will assist the Chairman in supervising all developmental and administrative 
activities at the Upazila level. He himself will be able to supervise developmental and 
administrative activities. 
10. He will assist the Parishad in the formulation and implementation of an integrated 
development plan for the Upazila. 
11. He will assess the justification of any expenditure in the light of the financial rules 
made for regulation of fund of the Parishad. He will maintain the records of the 
income and expenditure of the Parishad. 
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12. He will assist the Parishad in the preparation and approval of the annual budget of the 
Parishad. He will take measures to release funds for financing developmental and 
project expenditure after the approval of the budget. 
13. He will maintain records of the progress of development projects and expenditure 
within the Upazila. 
14. He will control the Parishad‘s own officers/employees under the guidance and control 
of the Chairman and take disciplinary actions against them. He along with the 
Chairman shall collectively discharge the responsibilities of the drawing and 
disbursement officer for the Parishad‘s own officers/employees. 
15. He will accept and distribute relief during natural disasters under the guidance of the 
Parishad. 
16. He will discharge responsibilities under laws framed by the Parishad. 
17. As directed by the government he will send different reports to the government or 
other authorities. 
18. He will ensure the application of government directives and bring it to the notice of 
the government if there is any lapse. 
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Appendix- 14: Organizational Hierarchies and Functional Relationships in 
Bangladesh: From National Level to Local Level (Executive) 
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Appendix – 15: Various Acts and Ordinances of UZP of Bangladesh 
 
MYcÖRvZš¿x evsjv‡`k miKvi 
AvBb, wePvi I msm` welqK gš¿Yvjq 
 
 
 
 
 
Dc‡Rjv cwil` AvBb, 1998 
(1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
[2009 m‡bi 30 Ryb ch©šÍ ms‡kvwaZ] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb 
Dc‡Rjv cwil` AvBb, 1998 
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[3iv wW‡m¤^i, 1998] 
Dc‡Rjv cwil` bvgK ’¯vbxq kvmb msµvšÍ cÖwZôvb ’¯vcbK‡í cÖYxZ AvBb 
 
‡h‡nZz msweav‡bi 59 Aby‡”Q` Abymv‡i wbe©vwPZ cÖwZwbwaM‡Yi mgš‡^q Dc‡Rjv cwil` bvgK ’¯vbxq kvmb msµvšÍ cÖwZôvb ¯’vcb Ges 
Avbylw½K welqvw` m¤ú‡K© weavb Kiv mgxPxb I cÖ‡qvRbxq; 
‡m‡nZz GZØviv wb œ¯iƒc AvBb Kiv nBj t- 
1| mswÿß wk‡ivbvg I cÖeZ©b|- (1) GB AvBb Dc‡Rjv cwil` AvBb, 1998 bv‡g AwfwnZ nB‡e| 
* 
(2) miKvi, miKvix †M‡R‡U cÖÁvcb Øviv, †h ZvwiL wba©viY Kwi‡e †mB Zvwi‡L Bnv ejer nB‡e| 
** 
2| msÁv|- welq ev cÖms‡Mi cwicš’x †Kvb wKQz bv _vwK‡j, GB AvB‡b- 
1[(K) ÒA ’¯vqx †Pqvig¨vbÓ A_© †Pqvig¨v‡bi Abycw¯’wZ‡Z `vwqZ¡ cvjbKvix e¨w³;] 
(L) ÒBDwbqbÓ Ges ÒBDwbqb cwil`Ó A_© The Local Government (Union Parishad) Ordinance, 1983 (LI of 
1983)-Gi section 2-Gi h_vµ‡g clauses (26) Ges (27) G msÁvwqZ ÒUnionÓ Ges Òunion ParishadÓ; 
(M) ÒBDwbqb cÖwZwbwaÓ A_© aviv 6-(M) †Z DwjøwLZ BDwbqb cwil` †Pqvig¨vb ev Zvnvi `vwqZ¡ cvjbKvix e¨w³; 
(N) ÒDc‡RjvÓ A_© aviv 3 -Gi Awa‡b †NvwlZ †Kvb Dc‡Rjv;                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
(O) ÒKiÓ ewj‡Z GB AvB‡bi Aax‡b Av‡ivcYxq ev Av`vq‡hvM¨ †Kvb †iBU, ‡Uvj, wdm, ev Abyiƒc Ab¨ †Kvb A_©I Bnvi AšÍf~©³ 
nB‡e; 
(P) Ò‡Pqvig¨vbÓ A_© cwil‡`i †Pqvig¨vb; 
(Q) ÒZdwmjÓ A_© GB AvB‡bi †Kvb Zdwmj; 
(R) Òcwil`Ó A_© GB AvB‡bi weavb Abyhvqx MwVZ Dc‡Rjv cwil`; 
(S) ÒcÖweavbÓ A_© GB AvB‡bi Aaxb cÖYxZ weavb; 
2[(T) Ò‡c․i cÖwZwbwaÓ A_© aviv 6 Gi Dc-aviv (1) Gi `dv (N) †Z D‡jøwLZ †c․imfvi †gqi ev mvgwqKfv‡e Zvnvi `vwqZ¡ 
cvjbKvix e¨w³;] 
(U) ÒwewaÓ A_© GB AvB‡bi Aaxb cÖYxZ wewa; 
3[(V) ÒfvBm †Pqvig¨vbÓ A_© cwil‡`i fvBm †Pqvig¨vb; 
(W) Ògwnjv m`m¨Ó A_© aviv 6 Gi Dc-aviv (1) Gi `dv (O) †Z DwjøwLZ cwil‡`i msiwÿZ Avm‡b wbe©vwPZ gwnjv m`m¨; 
(X) Òm`m¨Ó A_© cwil‡`i †Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vbmn Ab¨ †h †Kvb m`m¨;] 
 
3| Dc‡Rjv †NvlYv|- (1) GZØviv cÖ_‡g Zdwm‡ji Z…Zxq Kjv‡g DwjøwLZ cÖ‡Z¨K _vbvi GjvKv‡K D³ Kjv‡g DwjøwLZ bv‡gi 
Dc‡Rjv †Nvlbv Kiv nBj| 
(2) GB AvBb ejer nBevi ci miKvi, miKvix †M‡R‡U cÖÁvc‡bi gva¨‡g †Kvb wbw`©ó GjvKv mgš‡^q b~Zb Dc‡Rjv †NvlYv Kwi‡Z 
cvwi‡e| 
 
4| Dc‡Rjv cÖkvmwbK GKvsk †NvlYv|- aviv 3 Gi Aax‡b †NvwlZ cÖ‡Z¨KwU Dc‡Rjv‡K, msweav‡bi 152(1) Aby‡”Q‡`i mwnZ 
cwVZe¨ 59 Aby‡”Q‡`i D‡Ïk¨ c~iYK‡í, GZØviv cÖRvZ‡š¿i cÖkvmwbK GKvsk ewjqv †NvlYv Kiv nBj| 
 
5| Dc‡Rjv cwil` ’¯vcb|- (1) GB AvBb ejer nBevi ci, hZkxNª m¤¢e, cÖ‡Z¨K Dc‡Rjvq GB AvB‡bi weavb Abyhvqx GKwU 
Dc‡Rjv ’¯vwcZ nB‡e| 
 
* Dc‡Rjv cwil`, (iwnZ cybtcÖPjb I ms‡kvab) AvBb, 2009 (2009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb)-Gi aviv 2 Dc‡Rjv cwil` AvBb, 1998 (1998 
m‡bi 24 bs AvBb) cybtcÖewZ©Z [Bnv 30Ryb, 2008 Zvwi‡L Kvh©Ki nBqv‡Q ewjqv MY¨ nB‡e|] 
**Gm,Avi,I bs 15-AvBb/99, ZvwiL, 27 Rvbyqwi, 1999Bs Øviv 1jv †deªæqvix, 1999 Bs ZvwiL‡K AvBb ejer Kivi ZvwiL wnmv‡e wba©viY 
Kwij| 
12009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 3(K) aviv e‡j `dv (K) Gi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
22009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 3(L) aviv e‡j `dv (T) Gi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ ’¯vwcZ| 
32009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 3(M) aviv e‡j `dv (V) I (W) Gi cwie‡Z `dv (V), (W) I (X) cÖwZ ’¯vwcZ| 
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(2) cwil` GKwU mswewae× ms ’¯v nB‡e Ges Bnvi ’¯vqx avivevwnKZv I GKwU mvaviY mxj‡gvni _vwK‡e Ges GB AvBb I wewa 
mv‡c‡ÿ, Bnvi ’¯vei A ’¯vei Dfq cÖKvi m¤úwË AR©b Kivi, AwaKvi ivLvi I n Í¯všÍi Kivi ÿgZv _vwK‡e Ges Bnvi bv‡g gvgjv 
`v‡qi Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e ev Bnvi weiæ‡× gvgjv `v‡qi Kiv hvB‡e| 
 
1
[6| cwil‡`i MVb|- (1) G AvB‡bi weavb Abyhvqx wb¤œewY©Z e¨w³MY mgš^‡q Dc‡Rjv MwVZ nB‡e, h_vt-  
(K) †Pqvig¨vb; 
(L) y`BRb fvBm †Pqvig¨vb, hvnvi g‡a¨ GKRb gwnjv nB‡eb; 
(M) Dc‡Rjvi GjvKvfz³ cÖ‡Z¨K BDwbqb cwil‡`i †Pqvig¨vb ev mvgwqKfv‡e †Pqvig¨vb wnmv‡e `vwqZ¡ cvjbKvix e¨w³; 
(N) Dc‡Rjvi GjvKvfz³ cÖ‡Z¨K †c․imfv, hw` _v‡K, Gi †gqi ev mvgwqKfv‡e †gq‡ii `vwqZ¡ cvjbKvix e¨w³; Ges 
(O) Dc-aviv (4) Abyhvqx msiwÿZ Avm‡bi gwnjv m`m¨MY| 
 
(2) Dc-aviv (1) G DwjøwLZ †Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨vbMY wbe©vPb Kwgkb KZ©„K cÖYxZ †fvUvi ZvwjKvq AšÍ©fz³ †fvUvi‡`i Øviv 
wbe©vPb Kwgkb KZ©„K wba©vwiZ mgq, ’¯vb I c×wZ‡Z †Mvcb e¨vj‡Ui gva¨‡g mivmwi wbe©vwPZ nB‡eb| 
 
(3) †Kvb Dc‡Rjvi GjvKvfz³ †Kvb BDwbqb cwil` ev †c․imfv evwZj nBevi Kvi‡Y Dc-aviv (1) Gi `dv (M) I (N) Gi Aaxb 
Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i m`m¨ _vwK‡eb bv Ges GBiƒc m`m¨ bv _vwK‡j D³ Dc‡Rjv cwil` MV‡bi •eaZv ÿzYœ nB‡e bv| 
 
(4) cÖ‡Z¨K Dc‡Rjvi GjvKvfz³ BDwbqb cwil`  Ges †c․imfv, hw` _v‡K, Gi †gvU msL¨vi GK-Z…Zxqvs‡ki mgmsL¨K Avmb, 
AZ:ci msiwÿZ Avmb ewjqv DwjøwLZ, gwnjv‡`i Rb¨ msiwÿZ _vwK‡e, hvnviv D³ Dc‡Rjvi GjvKvfz³ BDwbqb cwil` I 
†c․imfv, hw` _v‡K, Gi msiwÿZ Avm‡bi gwnjv m`m¨ ev KvDwÝjiMY KZ©„K Zvnv‡`i ga¨ nB‡Z wbe©vwPZ nB‡ebt 
Z‡e kZ© _v‡K †h, GB avivq †Kvb wKQzB †Kvb gwnjv‡K msiwÿZ Avmb ewnf~©Z Avm‡b mivmwi wbe©vPb Kwievi AwaKvi‡K evwiZ 
Kwi‡eb bv| 
e¨vL¨v: GB Dc-avivi Aaxb msiwÿZ Avm‡b msL¨v wba©i‡Yi †ÿ‡Î, hw` D³ msL¨vi fMœvsk _v‡K Ges D³ fMœvsk A‡a©K ev Z y`aŸ© 
nq; Z‡e Dnv‡K c~Y© msL¨v ewjqv MY¨ Kwi‡Z nB‡e Ges hw` D³ fMœvsk A‡a©‡Ki Kg nq, Z‡e Dnv‡K D‡cÿv Kwi‡Z nB‡e| 
 
(5) Dc-aviv (1) Gi Aaxb Dc‡Rjv cwil` MwVZ nBevi ci Dnvi Awa‡ÿ‡Îi g‡a¨ b~Zb †c․imfv wKsev BDwbqb cwil` MwVZ 
nBevi Kvi‡Y Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i cieZ©x wbe©vPb Abyôvb bv nIqv ch©šÍ Dc-aviv (4) G DwjøwLZ Avmb msL¨vi †Kvb cwieZ©b NU‡e bv 
Ges GB Kvi‡Y we`¨gvb Dc‡Rjv cwil` MV‡bi •eaZv ÿzYœ nB‡e bv| 
 
(6) Dc-aviv (1) Gi `dv (M) I (N) †Z DwjøwLZ e¨w³ GB AvB‡bi Aaxb cwil‡`i m`m¨ wnmv‡e wbe©vwPZ nBqv‡Qb ewjqv MY¨ 
nB‡eb| 
 
(7) †Kvb cwil‡`i †Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨vb Gi c`mn kZKiv 75 fvM m`‡m¨i wbe©vPb AbywôZ nB‡j Ges wbe©vwPZ m`m¨M‡Yi 
bvg miKvix †M‡R‡U cÖKvwkZ nB‡j, cwil`, GB AvB‡bi Ab¨vb¨ weavb mv‡c‡ÿ, h_vh_fv‡e MwVZ nBqv‡Q ewjqv we‡ewPZ nB‡e| 
e¨vL¨vt MwVZ cwil‡`i †gvU m`m¨‡`i (kZKiv 75) cuPvËi kZvsk wba©vi‡Yi †ÿ‡Î fMœvs‡ki D™¢e nB‡j Ges Zvnv `kwgK cuvP k~Y¨ 
kZvs‡ki Kg nB‡j AMÖvn¨ Kwi‡Z nB‡e Ges `kwgK cuvP k~Y¨ kZvsk ev Zvi †ekx nB‡j Zvnv GK MY¨ Kwi‡Z nB‡e|  
 
7| cwil‡`i †gqv`|- aviv 53 Gi weavb mv‡c‡ÿ, cwil‡`i †gqv` nB‡e Dnvi cÖ_g mfvi ZvwiL nB‡Z cuvP ermit Z‡e kZ© _v‡K 
†h, D³ †gqv` †kl nIqv m‡Ë¡I wbe©vwPZ b~Zb cwil` Dnvi cÖ_g mfvq wgwjZ bv nIqv ch©šÍ cwil` Kvh© PvjvBqv hvB‡e| 
 
8| 
2[†Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨v‡bi] †hvM¨Zv I A‡hvM¨Zv|- (1) †Kvb e¨w³ Dc-aviv (2) Gi weavb mv‡c‡ÿ, 3[†Pqvig¨vb I fvBm 
†Pqvig¨v‡bi]4*** wbe©vwPZ nBevi †hvM¨ nB‡eb, hw`- 
(K) wZwb evsjv‡`‡ki bvMwiK nb; 
(L) Zvnvi eqm 25 ermi c~Y© nq; Ges  
(M) wZwb aviv 19 G DwjøwLZ †fvUvi ZvwjKvfz³ nb| 
 
12009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 4 aviv e‡j aviv 6-Gi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
22009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 5(L) aviv e‡j †Pqvig¨vb k‡ãi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ ’¯vwcZ| 
32009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 5(L) aviv e‡j ÔÔ‡Pqvig¨vbÕÕ k‡ãi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ¯’vwcZ|   
4
1999 m‡bi 22 bs AvBb Gi 4(N) aviv e‡j ÔÔev gwnjv m`m¨ÕÕ kã¸wj wejyß| 
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(2) †Kvb e¨w³ 1[†Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] wbe©vwPZ nBevi Ges _vwKevi †hvM¨ nB‡eb bv, hw`- 
(K) wZwb evsjv‡`‡ki bvMwiKZ¡ cwiZ¨vM K‡ib ev nvivb; 
(L) Zvnv‡K †Kvb Av`vjZ AcÖK…wZ¯’ ewjqv †NvlYv K‡ib; 
(M) wZwb †`Dwjqv †NvwlZ nBevi ci `vq nB‡Z Ae¨vnwZ jvf bv Kwiqv _v‡Kb; 
(N) wZwb •bwZKöjbRwbZ †Kvb †d․R`vix Aciv‡a †`vlx mve¨ Í¯ nBqv Ab~¨b `yB erm‡ii Kviv`‡Û `wÛZ nb Ges Zvnvi gyw³ jv‡fi 
ci cuvP ermiKvj AwZevwnZ bv nBqv _v‡K; 
(O) wZwb cÖRvZ‡š¿i ev cwil‡`i ev Ab¨ †Kvb ’¯vbxq KZ©„c‡ÿi †Kvb K‡g© jvfRbK mve©ÿwYK c‡` AwawôZ _v‡Kb; 
(P) wZwb RvZxq msm‡`i m`m¨ ev Ab¨ †Kvb ’¯vbxq KZ©„c‡ÿi †Pqvig¨vb ev m`m¨ nb ev _v‡Kb; 
(Q) wZwb cwil‡`i †Kvb KvR m¤úv`‡bi ev gvjvgvj mieiv‡ni Rb¨ wVKv`vi nb ev Bnvi Rb¨ wbhy³ wVKv`vi cÖwZôv‡bi Askx`vi nb 
ev cwil‡`i †Kvb wel‡q Zvnvi †Kvb cÖKvi Avw_©K ¯^v_© _v‡K ev wZwb miKvi KZ©„K wbhy³ AZ¨vek¨K †Kvb ª`‡e¨i †`vKvb`vi nb; 
A_ev 
(R) Zvnvi wbKU †Kvb e¨vsK ev Avw_©K cÖwZôvb nB‡Z M„nxZ †Kvb FY †gqv‡`vË©xY© Ae ’¯vq Abv`vqx _v‡K| 
e¨vL¨v|- GB Dc-aviv D‡Ïk¨ c~iYK‡í- 
(K) Òe¨vsKÓ A_© e¨vsK †Kv¤úvbx AvBb, 1994 (1994 m‡bi 18 bs AvBb) Gi aviv 2 (W) ‡Z msÁvwqZ e¨vsK †Kv¤úvbx; 
(L) ÒAvw_©K cÖwZôvbÓ A_© Avw_©K cÖwZôvb AvBb, 1993 (1993 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb) Gi aviv 2(L) †Z msÁvwqZ Avw_©K cÖwZôvb| 
 
9| 
2[†Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] I m`m¨M‡Yi kc_|- (1) 3[†Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] I cÖ‡Z¨K m`m¨ Zvnvi Kvh©fvi MÖn‡Yi 
c~‡e© wb¤œwjwLZ di‡g miKvi KZ…©K wba©vwiZ †Kvb e¨w³i m¤§y‡L kc_ MÖnY ev †NvlYv Kwi‡eb Ges kc_cÎ ev †Nvlbvc‡Î ¯^vÿi `vb 
Kwi‡eb, h_v:- 
 
4[kc_cÎ ev †NvlYvcÎ 
 
Avwg.................................................................wcZv/¯^vgx.................................................................. 
‡Rjv .............................................................................................................................................. 
Dc‡Rjvi †Pqvig¨vb/fvBm †Pqvig¨vb/m`m¨ wbe©vwPZ nBqv mkÖ×wP‡Ë kc_ (ev „`pfv‡e †NvlYv) Kwi‡ZwQ †h, Avwg fxwZ ev AbyMÖn, 
AbyivM ev weiv‡Mi ekeZx© bv nBqv mK‡ji cÖwZ AvBb Abyhvqx Ges mZZv, wbôv I wek¦¯ÍZvi mwnZ Avgvi c‡`i `vwqZ¡ I KZ©e¨ cvjb 
Kwie| Avwg evsjv‡`‡ki cÖwZ AK…wÎg wek¦vm I AvbyMZ¨ †cvlY Kwie| 
¯^vÿiÓ] 
(2) 
5[†Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] ev gwnjv m`m¨ wnmv‡e wbe©vwPZ e¨w³M‡Yi bvg miKvix †M‡R‡U cÖKvwkZ nIqvi 30 w`‡bi g‡a¨ 
†Pqvig¨vbmn mKj m`‡m¨i kc_ MÖnY ev †NvlYvi Rb¨ miKvi ev ZrKZ…©K wba©vwiZ KZ…©cÿ cÖ‡qvRbxq e¨e ’¯v MÖnY Kwi‡eb| 
 
10| m¤úwË m¤úwK©Z †Nvlbv|-6[‡Pqvig¨vb,fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] Zvnvi Kvh©fvi MÖn‡Yi c~‡e© Zvnvi Ges Zvnvi cwiev‡ii †Kvb m`‡m¨i 
¯^Z¡, `Lj ev ¯^v_© Av‡Q GB cÖKvi hveZxq ¯’vei I A ’¯vei m¤úwËi GKwU wjwLZ weeiY miKvi KZ©„K wba©vwiZ c×wZ‡Z I wba©vwiZ 
e¨vw³i wbKU `vwLj Kwi‡eb| 
e¨vL¨v|-Òcwiev‡ii m`m¨Ó ewj‡Z 6[†Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨v‡bi] ¯^vgx ev ¿¯x Ges Zvnvi m‡½ emevmKvix Ges Zvnvi Dci 
m¤ú~Y©fv‡e wbf©ikxj Zvnvi †Q‡j-‡g‡q, wcZv-gvZv I fvB-‡evb‡K eySvB‡e| 
 
11| 
7[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] I m`m¨M‡Yi my‡hvM-myweav|-7[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] I m`m¨M‡Yi QzwU Ges Ab¨b¨ my‡hvM-
myweav wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ nB‡e| 
 
12| 
8[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] I gwnjv m`m¨M‡Yi] c`Z¨vM|- (1) miKv‡ii D‡Ï‡k¨ ¯^vÿihy³ cÎ‡hv‡M 8[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm 
†Pqvig¨vb I gwnjv m`m¨MY] ¯^xq c` Z¨vM Kwi‡Z cvwi‡eb| 
(2) c`Z¨vM M„nxZ nBevi ZvwiL nB‡Z c`Z¨vM Kvh©Ki nB‡e Ges c`Z¨vMKvixi c` k~b¨ nB‡e| 
 
12009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 5 (M) aviv e‡j Ò‡Pqvig¨vbÓ k‡ãi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ ’¯vwcZ| 
22009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 6 (K) aviv e‡j Ò†Pqvig¨vbÓ k‡ãi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
32009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 6 (L) aviv e‡j Ò‡Pqvig¨vbÓ k‡ãi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ ’¯vwcZ| 
42009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 6 (L) aviv e‡j Òkc_cÎ ev †NvlYvcÎ di‡giÓ cwie‡Z© cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
52009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 6 (M) aviv e‡j Ò†Pqvig¨vbÓ k‡ãi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ ’¯vwcZ| 
62009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 7 (K) I (L) aviv e‡j Ò‡Pqvig¨vbÓ k‡ãi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ ’¯vwcZ| 
72009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 8 (K) I (L) aviv e‡j Ò†Pqvig¨vbÓ k‡ãi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ ’¯vwcZ| 
82009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 9 (K) I (L) aviv e‡j Ò‡Pqvig¨vbÓ k‡ãi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ ’¯vwcZ| 
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13| 
1[‡Pqvig¨vb BZ¨vw`i AcmviY|- (1) 1[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] ev gwnjv m`m¨mn †h †Kvb m`m¨ Zvnvi ¯^xq c` nB‡Z 
AcmviYi‡hvM¨ nB‡eb, hw` wZwb- 
(K) hyw³msMZ KviY e¨wZ‡i‡K cwil‡`i ci ci wZbwU mfvq Abycw¯’Z _v‡Kb; 
(L) cwil` ev iv‡óªi nvwbKi †Kvb Kv‡R RwoZ _v‡Kb, A_ev y`bx©wZ ev Am`vPiY ev •bwZK öjbRwbZ †Kvb Aciv‡a †`vlx mve¨ Í¯ 
nBqv `ÛcÖvß nBqv _v‡Kb; 
(M) Zvnvi `vwqZ¡ cvjb Kwi‡Z A¯^xKvi K‡ib A_ev kvixwiK ev gvbwmK Amg‡_¨©i Kvi‡Y Zvnvi `vwqZ¡ cvj‡b Aÿg nb; A_ev 
(N) Am`vPiY ev ÿgZvi Ace¨env‡ii †`v‡l †`vlx nb A_ev cwil‡`i †Kvb A_© ev m¤úwËi †Kvb ÿwZ mvab ev Dnvi AvZ¥mv‡Zi 
Rb¨ `vqx nb| 
e¨vL¨v|- GB Dc-avivq ÒAm`vPiYÓ ewj‡Z ÿgZvi Ace¨envi, ~`b©xwZ, ¯^RbcªxwZ I B”QvK…Z KzkvmbI eySvB‡e| 
(2) 
2[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] ev †Kvb m`m¨‡K Dc-aviv (1) G ewY©Z †Kvb Kvi‡Y Zvnvi c` nB‡Z AcmviY Kiv nB‡e bv, hw` 
bv wewa Abyhvqx Z y`‡Ï‡k Avn~Z cwil‡`i we‡kl mfvq †gvU m`m¨ msL¨vi Ab~¨b Pvi-cÂgvsk †fv‡U Zvnvi Acmvi‡bi c‡ÿ cÖ¯Íve 
M„nxZ Ges cÖ Í¯vewU m¤ú‡K© cÖ‡qvRbxq Z`‡šÍi ci Dnv miKvi KZ„©©K Aby‡gvw`Z nqt 
Z‡e kZ© _v‡K ‡h, D³iƒc wm×všÍ MÖn‡Yi c~‡e© 2[†Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] ev D³ m`m¨‡K cÖ¯ÍvweZ wm×v‡šÍi weiæ‡× KviY `k©vBevi 
Rb¨ hyw³ msMZ my‡hvM`vb Kwi‡Z nB‡e|  
(3) Dc-aviv (2) Abyhvqx M„nxZ cÖ¯Íve miKvi KZ©„K Aby‡gvw`Z nB‡j Aby‡gv`‡bi Zvwi‡L 2[†Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] ev D³ m`m¨ 
Zvnvi c` nB‡Z AcmvwiZ nBqv‡Qb ewjqv MY¨ nB‡eb| 
(4) aviv 6 Gi Dc-aviv (1) Gi `dv 
3[ (M) I (N)] Gi †Kvb m`m¨ AcmvwiZ nB‡j mswkøó †c․imfvi wKsev BDwbqb cwil‡`i 
c¨v‡bj †Pqvig¨vb‡`i ga¨ nB‡Z µgvbymv‡i cwil‡`i k~b¨ c‡` ¯’jvwfwl³ nB‡eb Ges wZwb GB AvB‡bi Aaxb wba©vwiZ nBqv‡Qb 
ewjqv MY¨ nB‡eb| 
(5) GB AvB‡bi Ab¨vb¨ weav‡b hvnv wKQzB _vKzK bv †Kb, GB aviv Abyhvqx AcmvwiZ †Kvb e¨w³ cwil‡`i Aewkó †gqv‡`i Rb¨ 
cwil‡`i 2[ †Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] ev gwnjv m`m¨ c‡` wbe©vwPZ nBevi †hvM¨ nB‡eb bv| 
 
14|
2[†Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] I gwnjv m`m¨ c` k~b¨ nIqv|- (1) 2[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] ev †Kvb gwnjv m`‡m¨i c` 
k~b¨ nB‡e hw`- 
(K) Zuvnvi bvg miKvix †M‡R‡U cÖKvwkZ nBevi ZvwiL nB‡Z wÎk w`‡bi g‡a¨ wZwb aviv 9 G wbav©wiZ kc_ MÖnY ev †NvlYv Kwi‡Z 
e¨_© nbt 
Z‡e kZ© _v‡K †h, Abyiƒc †gqv` AwZevwnZ nIqvi c~‡e© miKvi ev ZrKZ©„K wba©vwiZ KZ©„cÿ h_v_© Kvi‡Y Bnv ewa©Z Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e; 
(L) wZwb aviv 8 Gi Aax‡b Zuvnvi c‡` _vKvi A‡hvM¨ nBqv hvb; 
(M) wZwb aviv 12 Gi Aax‡b Zuvnvi c` Z¨vM K‡ib; 
(N) wZwb aviv 13 Gi Aax‡b Zuvnvi c` nB‡Z AcmvwiZ nb; 
(O) wZwb BDwbqb ev †c․i cÖwZwbwa ev gwnjv m`m¨ nb, Ges mswkô BDwbqb cwil` ev †c․imfvi †Pqvig¨vb ev m`m¨ Kwgkbvi bv 
_v‡Kb; 
(P) wZwb g„Zz¨eiY K‡ib| 
(2) 
2[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] ev †Kvb gwnjv m`‡m¨i c` k~b¨ nB‡j, miKvi welqwU Awej‡¤^ miKvix †M‡R‡U cÖKvk Kwi‡e| 
 
4[15| A ’¯vqx †Pqvig¨vb I c¨v‡bj- (1) cwil` MwVZ nBevi ci cÖ_g AbywôZ mfvi GK gv‡mi g‡a¨ fvBm †Pqvig¨vbMY Zvnv‡`i 
wb‡R‡`i ga¨ nB‡Z AMÖvwaKviµ‡g y`B m`m¨wewkó GKwU ‡Pqvig¨v‡bi c¨v‡bj wbe©vwPZ Kwi‡eb| 
 
 
 
12009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 10 (K) aviv e‡j Ò‡Pqvig¨vbÓ k‡ãi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ ’¯vwcZ| 
22009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 10 (L), (M) I (O), 11 (K), (L) I (M) aviv e‡j Ò†Pqvig¨vbÕÕ k‡ãi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
32009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 10 (N) aviv e‡j Ò(L) I (M)Ó eÜbx¸wj I eY©¸ wji cwie‡Z© Ò(M) I (N)Ó eÜbx¸wj I eY©¸wj  cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
42009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 12 aviv e‡j cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
 
 
  
391 
 
(2) Abycw¯’wZ, Amy¯’Zv‡nZz ev Ab¨ †h †Kvb Kvi‡Y †Pqvig¨vb `vwqZ¡ cvj‡b Amg_© nB‡j wZwb cybivq ¯^xq `vwqZ¡ cvj‡b mg_© bv 
nIqv ch©šÍ †Pqvig¨v‡bi c¨v‡bj nB‡Z AMÖvwaKviµ‡g GKRb fvBm †Pqvig¨vb, ‡Pqvig¨v‡bi `vwqZ¡ cvjb Kwi‡eb| 
(3) c`Z¨vM, AcmviY, g„Zz¨RwbZ A_ev Ab¨ †h †Kvb Kvi‡Y ‡Pqvig¨v‡bi c` k~b¨ nB‡j bZzb †Pqvig¨v‡bi Kvh©fvi MÖnY bv Kiv 
ch©šÍ †Pqvig¨v‡bi c¨v‡bj nB‡Z AMªvwaKviµ‡g GKRb fvBm †Pqvig¨vb †Pqvig¨v‡bi `vwqZ¡ cvjb Kwi‡eb| 
(4) GB AvB‡bi weavb Abyhvqx †Pqvig¨v‡bi c¨v‡bjfz³ fvBm †Pqvig¨vbMY A‡hvM¨ nB‡j A_ev e¨w³MZ Kvi‡Y `vwqZ¡ cvj‡b 
Am¤§wZ Ávcb Kwi‡j cwil‡`i wm×všÍµ‡g m`m¨M‡Yi ga¨ nB‡Z bZzb †Pqvig¨v‡bi c¨v‡bj •Zix Kiv hvB‡e| 
(5) Dc-aviv (1) I (4) Abyhvqx †Pqvig¨v‡bi c¨v‡bj wbe©vwPZ bv nB‡j miKvi cÖ‡qvRb Abymv‡i †Pqvig¨vb c¨v‡bj •Zix Kwi‡Z 
cvwi‡e|] 
 
16| AKw¯§K c` k~b¨Zv c~iY|- cwil‡`i †gqv` †kl nBevi Zvwi‡Li-       
(K) GKkZ Avwk w`b ev Z`‡cÿ †ekx mgq c~‡e© 1[†Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨v‡bi] c` k~b¨ nB‡j; 
(L) beŸB w`b ev Z`‡cÿ †ekx mgq c~‡e© †Kvb gwnjv m`‡m¨i c` k~b¨ nB‡j; 
2[c`wU k~b¨ nIqvi lvU w`‡bi g‡a¨] wewa Abyhvqx AbywôZ wbe©vP‡bi gva¨‡g D³ k~b¨ c` c~iY Kwi‡Z nB‡e Ges whwb D³ c‡` wbe©vwPZ 
nB‡eb wZwb cwil‡`i Aewkó †gqv‡`i Rb¨ D³ c‡` envj _vwK‡eb| 
 
17| wbev©Pb Abyôv‡bi mgq|- wb¤œewY©Z mg‡q 1[†Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] I gwnjv m`m¨M‡Yi wbe©vPb AbywôZ nB‡e, h_v- 
3[(K) cÖ_g Zdwmjfz³ Dc‡Rjv mgy‡ni †ÿ‡Î, GB AvBb ejer nIqvi ci wZbkZ wÎk w`‡bi g‡a¨t 
Z‡e kZ© _v‡K †h, ‡Kvb •`e ~`we©cvKRwbZ ev Ab¨wea Awbevh© Kvi‡Y D³ mgqmxgvi g‡a¨ cÖ_g Zdwmjfz³ †Kvb we‡kl ev mKj 
Dc‡Rjvi †ÿ‡Î, wbe©vPb Abyôvb m¤¢e bv n‡j wbe©vPb Kwgkb miKvwi †M‡R‡U cÖÁvcb Øviv, D³ mgq wmgvi c‡i wbe©vPb Abyôv‡bi 
D‡Ï‡k¨ GK ev GKvwaK ZvwiL wba©vib Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e;| 
(L) aviv 3(2) Aax‡b †NvwlZ bZzb Dc‡Rjvi †ÿ‡Î, D³iƒc †NvlYvi GKkZ Avwk w`‡bi g‡a¨; 
(M) cwil‡`i †gqv` †kl nIqvi †ÿ‡Î, D³ †gqv` †kl nBevi Zvwi‡Li c~e©eZx© 4[GKkZ Avwk] w`‡bi g‡a¨; Ges 
(N) cwil` aviv 53 Gi Aax‡b evwZj nIqvi †ÿ‡Î, evwZjv‡`k Rvwii AbwaK GKkZ wek w`‡bi g‡a¨| 
 
18| cwil‡`i cÖ_g mfv Anevb|- aviv 9 Gi Aax‡b kc_ Abyôv‡bi cieZx© wÎk w`‡bi g‡a¨ cwil‡`i cÖ_g mfv wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ 
e¨w³ Avnevb Kwi‡eb| 
 
19| †fvUvi ZvwjKv I †fvUvwaKvi|- RvZxq msm‡`i wbe©vP‡bi Rb¨ cÖ¯ ‘ZK…Z AvcvZZt ejer †fvUvi ZvwjKvi ‡h Ask mswkøó 
Dc‡Rjvfz³ GjvKv msµvšÍ, †fvUvi ZvwjKvi †mB Ask- 
5
[(K) ‡Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨vb wbe©vP‡bi Rb¨ †fvUvi ZvwjKv nB‡e; Ges 
(L) †Kvb e¨w³i bvg †h Dc‡Rjvi †fvUvi ZvwjKvq AvcvZZt wjwce× _vwK‡e, wZwb †mB Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i †Pqvig¨vb I fvBm 
†Pqvig¨v‡bi wbe©vP‡b †fvU cÖ`vb Kwi‡Z cvwi‡eb Ges †Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb c`cÖv_x© nB‡Z cvwi‡eb|] 
 
20| wbe©vPb cwiPvjbv|- (1) msweavb Abyhvqx MwVZ wbe©vPb Kwgkb, AZtci wbe©vPb Kwgkb ewjqv DwjøwLZ, GB AvBb I wewa 
Abyhvqx 
6[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] I gwnjv m`m¨‡`i wbe©vPb AYyôvbI cwiPvjbv Kwi‡e| 
(2) miKvi, miKvix †M‡R‡U cÖÁvcb Øviv 6[†Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] I gwnjv m`m¨‡`i wbe©vP‡bi Rb¨ wewa cÖYqb Kwi‡e Ges 
Abyiƒc wewa‡Z wb¤œewY©Z mKj A_ev †h †Kvb wel‡q weavb Kiv hvB‡e h_vt 
 
 
12009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 13 I 14 aviv e‡j Ò‡Pqvig¨vbÓ k‡ãi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
21999 m‡bi 22 bs AvBb Gi 5 aviv e‡j mwbœ‡ewkZ | 
3Dc‡iv³ AvBb Gi 6(K) aviv e‡j `dv (K) Gi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ ’¯vwcZ| 
41999 m‡bi 22 bs AvBb Gi 6(L) aviv e‡j ÒlvUÓ kãwUi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ¯’vwcZ|| 
52009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 15 aviv e‡j (K) I (L) `dvi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
62009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 16 (K) I (L) aviv e‡j kã¸wj I Kgv cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
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(K) wbe©vPb cwiPvjbvi D‡Ï‡k¨ wiUvwb©s Awdmvi, mnKvix Awdmvi, wcÖRvBwWs Awdmvi, mnKvix wcÖRvBwWs Awdmvi Ges †cvwjs 
Awdmvi wb‡qvM Ges Zvnv‡`i ÿgZv I `vwqZ¡; 
(L) gwnjv m`m¨ wbe©vP‡bi Rb¨ GjvKv wba©viY, ‡fvUvi ZvwjKv cÖYqb Ges gwnjv m`m¨ wbe©vPb c×wZ; 
(M) cÖv_x© g‡bvbqb, g‡bvbq‡bi †ÿ‡Î AvcwË Ges g‡bvbqb evQvB; 
(N) cÖv_x©MY KZ©„K cÖ‡`q RvgvbZ Ges D³ RvgvbZ †diZ cÖ`vb ev ev‡RqvßKiY; 
(O) cÖv_x© c` cÖZ¨vnvi; 
(Q) cÖv_x©M‡Yi G‡R›U wb‡qvM; 
(Q) cÖwZØw›`Zv Ges webv cÖwZØw›`Zvi †ÿ‡Î wbe©vPb c×wZ; 
(R) †fvU MÖn‡Yi ZvwjKv, mgq I ¯’vb Ges wbe©vPb cwiPvjbv msµvšÍ Ab¨vb¨ welq; 
(S) †fvU `v‡bi c×wZ; 
(T) e¨vjU †ccvi Ges wbe©vPb msµvšÍ Ab¨vb¨ KvMRc‡Îi †ndvRZ I wewje›Ub; 
(U) †h Ae ’¯vq †fvU MÖnY ’¯wMZ Kiv hvq Ges cybivq †fvU MÖnY Kiv hvq; 
(V) wbe©vPb e¨q; 
(W) wbe©vP‡b y`bx©wZg~jK ev A‣ea Kvh©Kjvc I Ab¨vb¨ wbe©vPb Aciva Ges Dnvi `Û; 
(X) wbe©vPb we‡iva, wbe©vPb UªvBey¨bvj I 1[wbe©vPb Avwcj UªvBey¨bvj MVb], wbe©Pbx `iLv¯Í `v‡qi, wbe©vPb we‡iva wb®úwËi e¨vcv‡i D³  
UªvBey¨bv†ji ÿgZv I AbymiYxq c×wZmn AvbymswMK welqvw`; Ges 
(Y) wbe©vPb m¤úwK©Z AvbylswMK Ab¨vb¨ welq| 
(3) Dc-aviv (2) (W) Gi Aaxb cÖYxZ wewa‡Z Kviv`Û, A_©`Û ev Dfq wea `‡Ûi weavb Kiv hvB‡eZ‡e Kviv`‡Ûi †gqv` 2[ mvZ 
erm‡ii] AwaK nB‡e bv| 
 
21| 
3[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] I gwnjv m`m¨M‡Yi wbe©vP‡bi djvdj cÖKvk|-3[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] I gwnjv m`m¨ 
wnmv‡e wbe©vwPZ mKj e¨w³i bvg wbe©vP‡bi ci h_vkxNª m¤¢e, wbe©vPb Kwgkb miKvwi †M‡R‡U cÖKvk Kwi‡e| 
 
22| 
3[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] I m`m¨MY KZ©„K Kvh©fvi MÖnb|-3[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] I Ab¨vb¨ m`m¨MY cwil‡`i 
mfvq cª_g †h Zvwi‡L †hvM`vb Kwi‡eb †mB Zvwi‡L Zvnvi ¯^xq c‡`i Kvh©fvi MÖnY Kwiqv‡Qb ewjqv MY¨ nB‡e| 
4[22K| wbe©vPb we‡iva, wbe©vPb UªvBe¨ybvj BZ¨vw`|- (1) GB AvB‡bi Aaxb †Kvb wbe©vPb ev wbe©vPbx Kvh©µg m¤ú‡K© wbe©vPb UªvBe y¨bvj 
e¨ZxZ †Kvb Av`vjZ ev Ab¨ †Kvb KZ©„c‡ÿi wbKU cÖkœ DÌvcb Kiv hvB‡e bv| 
(2) GB AvB‡bi Aaxb wbe©vPb m¤úwK©Z we‡iva wb®úwËi D‡Ï‡k¨ wbe©vPb Kwgkb, mve-RR c`gh©v`vi wePvi wefvMxq GKRb Kg©KZ©v 
mgš‡^q cÖ‡qvRbxq msL¨K wbe©vPb UªvBe¨ybvj Ges GKRb †Rjv RR c`gh©v`vi wePvi wefvMxq Kg©KZ©v mgš^‡q cÖ‡qvRbxq msL¨K 
wbe©vPb Avcxj UªvBe y¨bvj MVb Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
(3) ‡Kvb wbe©vP‡bi Rb¨ g‡bvbxZ cÖv_x© †mB wbe©vP‡bi †Kvb wel‡q cÖkœ DÌvcb I cÖwZKvi cÖv_©bv Kwiqv wbe©vPb UªvBe y¨bv‡j `iLv Í¯ 
Kwi‡Z cvwi‡eb; Ab¨ †Kvb e¨w³ GBiƒc `iLv Í¯ Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e bv| 
22L| wbe©vPb `iLv Í¯ ev Avcxj e`jxKi‡Yi ÿgZv|- wbe©vPb Kwgkb wbR D‡`¨v‡M A_ev cÿM‡Yi †Kvb GK cÿ KZ©„K GZÏy‡k¨ 
‡ckK…Z Av‡e`‡bi †cÖwÿ‡Z †h †Kvb ch©v‡q GKwU wbe©vPbx `iLv Í¯ GK wbe©vPb UªvBey¨bvj nB‡Z Ab¨ Uª¨vBe y¨bv‡j A_ev GKwU Avcxj 
UªvBe y¨bvj nB‡Z Aci GKwU Avcxj UªvBe y¨bv‡j e`jx Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| Ges †h UªvBey¨bv‡j ev Avcxj UªvBe¨ybv‡j Zvnv e`jx Kiv nq †mB 
UªvBe y¨bv‡j ev Avcxj UªvBe y¨bv‡j D³ `iLv¯Í ev Avcxj †h ch©v‡q e`jx Kiv nBqv‡Q †mB ch©v‡q nB‡Z Dnvi wePviKvh© PvjvBqv hvB‡e| 
Z‡e kZ© _v‡K †h, wbe©vPbx `iLv Í¯ †h UªvBey¨bv‡j e`jx Kiv nBqv‡Q †mB UªvBe y¨bvj Dchy³ g‡b Kwi‡j BwZc~‡e© cixwÿZ †Kvb mvÿx 
cybivq Zje ev cybivq cixÿv Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e Ges Abyiƒcfv‡e Avcxj UªvBey¨bvjI GB ÿgZv cÖ‡qvM Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
22M| wewa Abyhvqx wbe©vPbx `iLv¯Í, Avcxj wb®úwË BZ¨vw`|- wbe©vPbx `iLv‡ Í¯i c‡ÿ, wbe©vPbx `iLv Í¯ I wbe©vPb Avcxj `v‡q‡ii 
c×wZ, wbe©vPb UªvBey¨bvj I wbe©vPb Avcxj UªvBe y¨bvj KZ„©K wbe©vPb we‡iva wb®úwËi e¨vcv‡i Abymibxq c×wZ, D³ UªvBe y¨bvjmg~‡ni 
GLwZqvi I ÿgZv mswkøó cÿ‡K cÖ‡`q cÖwZKvi Ges AvbymswMK mKj welq wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ nB‡e| 
 
23| cwil‡`i Kvh©vejx|- (1) wØZxq Zdwm‡j DwjøwLZ Kvh©vejx cwil‡`i Kvh©vejx nB‡e Ges cwil` Dnvi Znwe‡ji msMwZ Abyhvqx 
GB Kvh©vejx m¤úv`b Kwi‡e| 
(2) miKvi cÖ‡qvRb‡ev‡a cwil` I Ab¨vb¨ ’¯vbxq KZ©„c‡ÿi Kvh©vejxi weeiY mywbw`©óKi‡Yi Rb¨ miKvix cÖÁvcb Rvix Kwiqv 
cÖ‡qvRbxq wb‡`©k w`‡Z cvwi‡e| 
 
11999 m‡bi 22 bs AvBb Gi 7 aviv e‡j Òwbe©vPb Avcxj wb‡qvMÓ kã¸wj cwie‡Z© cÖwZ ’¯vwcZ| 
2Dc‡iv³ AvBb Gi 7(L) aviv e‡j Ò`yB erm‡ii AwaK Ges A_©`‡Ûi cwigvY `k nvRvi UvKviÓ kã¸wji cwie‡Z© cÖwZ ’¯vwcZ| 
32009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 17 I 18 avive‡j kã¸wj I Kgv cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
41999 m‡bi 22bs AvBb Gi 22 avive‡j mwbœ‡ewkZ| 
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24| miKvi I cwil‡`i Kvh©ejx n Í¯všÍi BZ¨vw`|- (1) GB AvBb A_ev AvcvZZt ejer Ab¨ †Kvb AvB‡b hvnv wKQzB _vKzKbv †Kb, 
miKvi cwil‡`i m¤§wZµ‡g,- 
(K) cwil` KZ©„K cwiPvwjZ †Kvb cÖwZôvb ev Kg© miKv‡ii e¨e ’¯vcbvq I wbqš¿‡Y; Ges 
(L) Z…Zxq Zdwm‡j ewY©Z Ges miKvi KZ©„K Dc‡Rjv ev _vbvi GjvKvq cwiPvwjZ †Kvb cÖwZôvb ev Kg©, D³ cÖwZôvb ev K‡g©i mwnZ 
mswkøó Kg©KZ©v I Kg©PvixMY Ges AvbymswMK welqvw` cwil‡`i e¨e ’¯vcbvq I wbqš¿‡Y; 
n Í¯všÍi Kivi wb‡`©k w`‡Z cvwi‡e| 
(2) n Í¯všÍwiZ wel‡q `vwqZ¡ cvjbiZ Kg©KZ©v‡`i evwl©K Kvh©µg cÖwZ‡e`b (Annual Performance Report) cwil` KZ©„K Ges 
Zvnvi evwl©K †Mvcbxq cÖwZ‡e`b `ß‡ii DaŸ©Zb Kg©KZ©v KZ©„K †jLv nB‡e| 
(3) Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i Kv‡Q miKv‡ii †h mKj welq, mswkøó welq, mswkøó `ßi I Zvnv‡`i Kg©KZ©v/Kg©Pvix n Í¯všÍi Kiv nB‡e, bZzb 
†cÖwÿ‡Z Zvnv‡`i Kvh©µg ch©v‡jvPbv I Dc‡`k cÖ`vb I wb‡`©wkKv Rvwii Rb¨ RvZxq ch©v‡q GKwU D”P ÿgZvm¤úbœ KwgwU MVb Kiv 
nB‡e Ges KwgwUi mvgwMÖK `vwqZ¡ gwš¿cwil` wefv‡Mi Dci b¨ Í¯ _vwK‡e| 
 
1[25| cwil‡`i Dc‡`óv|- (1) MYcÖRvZš¿x evsjv‡`‡ki msweav‡bi Aby‡”Q` 65-Gi Aaxb GKK AvÂwjK GjvKv nB‡Z wbe©vwPZ 
mswkøó msm`-m`m¨ cwil‡`i Dc‡`óv nB‡eb Ges cwil` Dc‡`óvi civgk© MÖnY Kwi‡e| 
(2) miKv‡ii mwnZ †Kvb wel‡q cwil‡`i †hvMv‡hv‡Mi †ÿ‡Î cwil`‡K D³ welqwU mswkøó GjvKvi msm`-m`m¨‡K AewnZ ivwL‡Z 
nB‡e|] 
 
26| wbe©vnx ÿgZv|- (1) GB AvB‡bi Aaxb hveZxq Kvh©vejx h_vh_fv‡e m¤úv`‡bi Rb¨ cÖ‡qvRbxq mewKQz Kwievi ÿgZv cwil‡`i 
_vwK‡e| 
2[(2) cwil‡`i wbe©vnx ÿgZv cwil‡`i wbKU nB‡Z ÿgZvcÖvß †Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb, m`m¨ ev Ab¨ †Kvb Kg©KZ©vi gva¨‡g cÖhy³ 
nB‡e|] 
(3) cwil‡`i wbe©vnx ev Ab¨ †Kvb Kvh© cwil‡`i bv‡g M„nxZ nBqv‡Q ewjqv cÖKvk Kiv nB‡e Ges Dnv wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ c×wZ‡Z 
cÖgvYxK…Z nB‡Z nB‡e| 
 
(27) Kvh©vejx wb¯úbœ|- cwil‡`i Kvh©vejx wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ mxgvi g‡a¨ I c×wZ‡Z Dnvi mfvq ev KwgwUmg~‡ni mfvq A_ev Dnvi 
3[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] m`m¨, Kg©KZ©v ev Kg©Pvix KZ©„K wb®úbœ Kiv nB‡e| 
(2) cwil‡`i mKj mfvq †Pqvig¨vb Ges Zuvnvi Abycw¯’wZ‡Z A¯’vqx †Pqvig¨vb mfvcwZZ¡ Kwi‡eb| 
(3) cwil‡`i †Kvb m`m¨ c` k~b¨ iwnqv‡Q ev Dnvi MV‡b †Kvb ÎæwU  iwnqv‡Q †Kej GB Kvi‡b wKsev cwil‡`i •eV‡K Dcw¯’Z nBevi  
ev †fvU`v‡bi ev Ab¨ †Kvb Dcv‡q Dnvi Kvh©avivq AskMÖn‡Yi AwaKvi bv _vKv m‡Ë¡I †Kvb e¨w³ Abyiƒc Kvh© Kwiqv‡Qb, ‡Kej GB 
Kvi‡Y cwil‡`i  †Kvb Kvh© ev Kvh©aviv A‣ea nB‡e bv| 
(4) cwil` cÖ‡Z¨K mfvi Kvh©weeiYxi GKwU Kwiqv Abywjwc mfv AbywôZ nBevi Zvwi‡Li (†P․Ï) w`‡bi g‡a¨ miKv‡ii 4[I mswkøó 
GjvKvi msm`-m`‡m¨i] wbKU †cÖiY Kwi‡Z nB‡e| 
 
28| cwil‡`i mfvi Kg©KZ©v BZ¨vw`i Dcw ’¯wZ|- (1) cwil‡`i mfvq Av‡jvP¨ ev wb®úwË‡hvM¨ †Kvb welq m¤ú‡K© gZvgZ cÖ` vb ev 
cwil`‡K Ab¨weafv‡e mnvqZv Kivi Rb¨ Dc‡Rjv ev _vbv ch©v‡qi mswkøó Kg©KZ©v Dcw ’¯Z _vwK‡eb Ges Av‡jvPbvq Ask MÖnY Kwi‡Z 
I Zvnvi gZvgZ e¨³ Kwi‡Z cvwi‡eb, Z‡e Zvnvi †Kvb †fvUvwaKvi _vwK‡e bv| 
(2) cwil` cÖ‡qvRb‡ev‡a †h †Kvb wel‡q gZvgZ cÖ` v‡bi  D‡Ï‡k¨ Dnvi mfvq †h ‡Kvb e¨w³‡K Avgš¿b RvbvB‡Z Dcw¯’Z _vwKevi 
Ges gZvgZ e¨³  Kwievi my‡hvM w`‡Z cvwi‡e| 
 
5
[29| KwgwU|- (1) cwil` Dnvi Kv‡Ri mnvqZvi Rb¨ †h †Kvb m`m¨ ev Ab¨ e¨w³i mgš^‡q cÖ‡qvRbxq msL¨K KwgwU wb‡qvM Kwi‡Z 
cvwi‡e Ges D³iƒc KwgwUi m`m¨ msL¨v I Bnvi `vwqZ¡ Ges Kvh©aviv wba©viY Kwi‡Z cvwi‡et 
Z‡e kZ© _v‡K †h, ‡Pqvig¨vb †Kvb ¯’vqx KwgwUi mfvcwZ nB‡Z cvwi‡eb bv| 
(2) cwil` wb¤œewY©Z wel‡q 1(GK) wU Kwiqv ’¯vqx KwgwU MVb Kwi‡et 
(K) AvBb k„•Ljv; 
(L) ‡hvMv‡hvM I ‡f․Z AeKvVv‡gv Dbœqb; 
(M) K…wl I †mP; 
 
12009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 19 aviv e‡j aviv 25 Gi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
2
 2009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 20 aviv e‡j Dc-aviv 2 Gi cwie‡Z© cÖwZ ’¯vwcZ| 
32009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 21 aviv e‡j cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
42009 m‡bi 27bs AvBb Gi 21(L) aviv e‡j aviv mwbœ‡ewkZ| 
52009 m‡bi 27bs AvBb Gi 22 aviv e‡j aviv 29 cÖwZ¯’vwcZ | 
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(N) wkÿv; 
(O) ¯^v¯’¨ I cwievi cwiKíbv; 
(P) hye I µxov Dbœqb; 
(Q) gwnjv I wkï Dbœqb; 
(R) mgvRKj¨vY; 
(S) f~wg; 
(T) grm¨ I cïm¤ú`; 
(U) cjøx Dbœqb I mgevq; 
(V) Z_¨ I ms¯‥…wZ; 
(W) eb I cwi‡ek; 
(X) evRvi g~j¨ ch©‡eÿY, gwbUwis I wbqš¿Y| 
(3) mswkøó Dc‡Rjv Kg©KZ©v GB avivi Aaxb MwVZ Z`mswkøó ’¯vqx KwgwUi m`m¨-mwPe nB‡e| 
(4) ’¯vqx KwgwU Bnvi Kv‡Ri myweav‡_© mswkøó wel‡q we‡klÁ †Kvb GKRb e¨w³‡K KwgwUi m`m¨ wnmv‡e AšÍf©z³ (co-opt) Kwi‡Z 
cvwi‡e| 
(5) ’¯vqx KwgwUi •eV‡K wm×všÍ MÖn‡Yi †ÿ‡Î KwgwU‡Z AšÍf©y³ (co-opt member) Ges m`m¨-mwP‡ei †Kvb †fvUvwaKvi _vwK‡e 
bv|] 
 
30| Pzw³|- (1) cwil` KZ©„K ev Dnvi c‡ÿ m¤úvw`Z mKj Pzw³- 
(K) wjwLZ nB‡Z nB‡e Ges cwil‡`i bv‡g m¤úvw`Z nB‡e; 
(L) wewa Abymv‡i m¤úvw`Z nB‡Z nB‡e| 
(2) †Kvb Pzw³ m¤úv`‡bi Ae¨ewnZ c‡i AbywôZ cwil‡`i †Pqvig¨vb Pzw³wU Dc¯’vcb Kwi‡eb Ges GB Pzw³i Dci mKj m`‡m¨i 
Av‡jvPbvi AwaKvi _vwK‡e| 
(3) cwil` cÖ¯Ív‡ei gva¨‡g wewfbœ ai‡bi Pzw³ m¤úv`‡bi Rb¨ c×wZ wba©viY Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e Ges †Pqvig¨vb Pzw³ m¤úv`‡bi e¨vcv‡i 
D³ cÖ¯Íve Abyhvqx KvR Kwi‡eb| 
(4) GB avivi †Ljvc m¤úvw`Z †Kvb Pzw³i `vwqZ¡ cwil‡`i Dci eZ©vB‡e bv| 
 
31| wbg©vY KvR|- miKvi, miKvix †M‡R‡Ui gva¨‡g, wb¤œewY©Z wel‡q mvaviY bxwZgvjv cÖYqb Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e, h_v t- 
(K) cwil` KZ©„K m¤úvw`Ze¨ mKj wbg©vb Kv‡Ri cwiKíbv Ges AvbygvwbK e¨‡qi wnmve cÖYqb; 
(L) D³ cwiKíbv I e¨q †Kvb KZ©„cÿ KZ©„K Ges wK k‡Z© cÖhyw³MZfv‡e Ges cÖkvmwbKfv‡e Aby‡gvw`Z nB‡e, Zvnv wba©iY; 
(M) D³ cwiKíbv I e¨‡qi wnmve Kvnvi Øviv cÖYqb Kiv nB‡e Ges D³ wbg©vbKvR Kvnvi Øviv m¤úv`b Kiv nB‡e, Zvnv wba©viY| 
 
32| bw_cÎ, cÖwZ‡e`b BZ¨vw`|- cwil`- 
(K) Dnvi Kvh©vejxi bw_cÎ msiÿY Kwi‡e; 
(L) wewa‡Z DwjøwLZ wel‡qi Dci mvgwqK cÖwZ‡e`b I weeiYx cÖYqb I cÖKvk Kwi‡e; 
(M) Dnvi Kvh©vejx m¤ú©‡K Z_¨ cÖKv‡ki Rb¨ cÖ‡qvRbxq ev miKvi KZ©„K mgq mgq wb‡`©wkZ Ab¨vb¨ e¨e ’¯vI MÖnY Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
1[33| cwil‡`i mwPe|- Dc‡Rjv wbe©vnx Awdmvi cwil‡`i mwPe nB‡eb Ges wZwb cwil`‡K mvwPweK mnvqZv cÖ`vb Kwi‡eb|] 
 
34| cwil‡`i Kg©KZ©v I Kg©Pvix wb‡qvM|- (1) cwil‡`i Kvh©vw` myózfv‡e m¤úv`‡bi wbwgË cwil` miKv‡ii c~e©vby‡gv`bµ‡g, wewfbœ 
†kÖbxi Kg©KZ©v I Kg©Pvix c‡` wewa Abyhvqx wb‡qvM Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
(2) cwil` KZ©„K wb‡qvM‡hvM¨ Kg©KZ©v I Kg©Pvix‡`i PvKzixi kZ©vw` wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ nB‡e| 
 
35| cwil‡`i Znwej MVb|- (1) mswkøó Dc‡Rjvi bvg m¤^wjZ cÖ‡Z¨K Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i GKwU Znwej _vwK‡e| 
(2) cwil‡`i Znwe‡j wb¤œwjwLZ A_© Rgv nB‡e, h_v t- 
(K) cwil` KZ©„K avh©K…Z Ki, ‡iBU, ‡Uvj, wdm Ges Ab¨vb¨ `vex eve` cÖvß A_©;      
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12009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 23 aviv e‡j aviv 33 cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
 
(L) cwil‡`i Dci b¨v Í¯ Ges ZrKZ©„K cwiPvwjZ mKj m¤úwË nB‡Z cÖvß  Avq ev gybvdv; 
(M) aviv 24 Gi Aax‡b cwil‡`i wbKU n¯ÍvšÍwiZ cÖwZôvb ev Kg© cwiPvjbvKvix Rbe‡ji †eZb, fvZv Ges GZ &`msµvšÍ Ab¨vb¨ e¨q 
wbev©n eve` miKvi cÖ`Ë A_;© 
(N) miKvi ev Ab¨vb¨ KZ©„c‡ÿi Aby`vb; 
(O) †Kvb cÖwZôvb ev e¨w³ KZ©„K cÖ`Ë Aby`vb; 
(P) cwil‡`i A_© wewb‡qvM nB‡Z gybvdv; 
(Q) cwil` KZ©„K cÖvß Ab¨ †Kvb †h †Kvb A_©; 
(R) cwil‡`i Znwe‡ji DØ„Ë A_©; 
(S) miKv‡ii wb‡`©‡k cwil‡`i Dci b¨ Í¯ Ab¨vb¨ Av‡qi Drm nB‡Z cÖvß A_©| 
 
36| cwil‡`i Znwej msiÿY, wewb‡qvM I we‡kl Znwej|- (1) cwil‡`i Znwe‡j RgvK…Z A_© †Kvb miKvix †UªRvix‡Z ev miKvix 
†UªRvixi Kvh© cwiPvjbvKvix †Kvb e¨vs‡K A_ev miKvi KZ©„K wba©vwiZ Ab¨ †Kvb cÖKv‡i Rgv ivLv nB‡e| 
(2) cwil` Dnvi Znwe‡ji wKQz Ask, hvnv wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ nq Zvnv, wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ c×wZ‡Z I Lv‡Z wewb‡qvM Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
(Z) cwil` B”Qv Kwi‡j †Kvb we‡kl D‡Ï‡k¨ Avjv`v Znwej MVb Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e Ges wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ c×wZ‡Z D³ Znwej 
cwiPvjbv Kwi‡e| 
 
37| cwil‡`i Znwe‡ji cÖ‡qvM|- (1) cwil‡`i Znwe‡ji A_© wb¤œwjwLZ Lv‡Z AMÖvwaKv‡ii wfwË‡Z e¨q Kiv hvB‡e, h_v t- 
cÖ_gZt cwil‡`i Kg©KZ©v I Kg©Pvix‡`i †eZb I evZv cÖ`vb; 
wØZxqZt GB AvB‡bi Aaxb cwil‡`i Znwe‡ji Dci `vqgy³ e¨q; 
Z…ZxqZt GB AvBb AvcvZZt ejer Ab¨ †Kvb AvBb Øviv b¨ Í¯ cwil‡`i m¤úv`b Ges KZ©e¨ cvj‡bi Rb¨ e¨q; 
PZz_©Zt miKv‡ii c~e©by‡gv`bµ‡g cwil` KZ©„K †NvwlZ cwil‡`i Znwe‡ji Dci `vqgy³ e¨q; 
cÂgZt miKvi KZ©„K †NvwlZ cwil‡`i Znwe‡ji Dci `vqgy³ e¨q| 
 
(2) cwil‡`i Znwe‡ji Dci `vqgy³ e¨q wb¤œiƒc nB‡e| h_v- 
(K) cwil‡`i PvKzix‡Z wb‡qvwRZ †Kvb miKvix Kg©Pvixi Rb¨ †`q A_©; 
(L) ‡Kvb Av`vjZ ev UªvBe y¨bvj KZ©„K cwil‡`i weiy‡× cÖ`Ë †Kvb e¨vq, wWwµ ev †iv‡q`v` Kvh©Ki Kwievi Rb¨ cÖ‡qvRbxq A_©; 
(M) miKvi KZ©„K `vqgy³ ewjqv wba©vwiZ Ab¨ †h †Kvb e¨q| 
 
(3) cwil‡`i Znwe‡ji Dci `vqgy³ †Kvb e¨‡qi Lv‡Z hw` †Kvb A_© cwi‡kvwaZ _v‡K, Zvnv nB‡j †h e¨w³i †ndvR‡Z D³ Znwej 
_vwK‡e †m e¨w³‡K miKvi Av‡`k Øviv D³ Znwej nB‡Z, hZ y`i m¤¢e, H A_© cwi‡kva Kwievi Rb¨ Av‡`k w`‡Z cvwi‡e| 
 
38| ev‡RU|- (1) cÖwZ A_© ermi ïiy nBevi AšÍZt lvU w`b c~‡e© cwil` D³ erm‡ii Avq e¨q m¤^wjZ weeiYx, AZtci ev‡RU ewjqv 
DwjøwLZ, miKvi cÖYxZ wb‡`©wkKv Abyhvqx cÖYqb Kwiqv Dnvi Abywjwc cwil‡`i †bvwUk †ev‡W© AšÍZt c‡bi w`be¨vcx Rbmvavi‡Yi 
AeMwZ, gšÍe¨ I civg‡k©i Rb¨ jUKvBqv ivwL‡e| 
(2) Dc-aviv (1) Abymv‡i cÖ`wk©Z ev‡RU m¤ú©‡K RbM‡Yi gšÍe¨ I civgk© we‡ePbvµ‡g cwil` mswkøó A_©-ermi ïiæ nIqvi wÎk w`b 
c~‡e© ev‡RUwU Aby‡gv`b Kwiqv Dnvi GKwU Abywjwc †Rjv cÖkvmb I miKv‡ii wbKU †cÖiY Kwi‡e| 
(3) †Kvb A_©-ermi ïiæ nBevi c~‡e© cwil` Bnvi ev‡RU Aby‡gv`b Kwi‡Z bv cvwi‡j miKvi D³ erm‡ii Rb¨ GKwU Avq-e¨q weeiYx 
cÖ¯ ‘Z KivBqv Dnv cÖZ¨qb Kwi‡e Ges GBiƒc cÖZ¨qbK…Z weeiYx cwil‡`i Aby‡gvw`Z ev‡RU ewjqv MY¨ nB‡e| 
(4) Dc-aviv (1) Gi Aax‡b ev‡R‡Ui Abywjwc cÖvwßi c‡bi w`‡bi g‡a¨ miKvi Av‡`k Øviv ev‡RUwU ms‡kvab ev‡RU  Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e 
Ges Abyiƒc ms‡kvwaZ ev‡RUB cwil‡`i Aby‡gvw`Z ev‡RU ewjqv MY¨ nB‡e| 
(5) ‡Kvb A_©-ermi †kl nBevi c~‡e© †h †Kvb mgq †mB-A_©-erm‡ii Rb¨, cÖ‡qvRb nB‡j, cwil` GKwU ms‡kvwaZ ev‡RU cÖYqb I 
Aby‡gv`b Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e Ges D³ ms‡kvwaZ ev‡R‡Ui †ÿ‡ÎI GB avivi weavbvejx, hZ ~`i m¤¢e, cÖ‡hvR¨ nB‡e| 
(6) GB AvBb †gvZv‡eK MwVZ cwil` cÖ_gevi †h A_©-erm‡i `vwqZ¡ MÖnY Kwi‡e †mB A_© erm‡ii ev‡RU D³ `vwqZ¡fvi MÖn‡Yi ci 
A_©-ermiwUi evKx mg‡qi Rb¨ cÖYxZ nB‡e Ges D³ ev‡R‡Ui †ÿ‡ÎI GB avivi weavbvejx hZ ~`i m¤¢e cÖ‡hvR¨ nB‡e| 
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39| wnmve|- (1) cwil‡`i Avq-e¨‡qi wnmve wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ c×wZ‡Z I di‡g iÿY Kiv hvB‡e| 
(2) cÖwZwU A_©-ermi †kl nBevi ci cwil` GKwU evwl©K Avq I e¨‡qi wnmve cÖ¯‘Z Kwi‡e Ges cieZx© A_©-erm‡ii 31 †k 
wW‡m¤^‡ii g‡a¨ Dnv miKv‡ii wbKU †cÖiY Kwi‡e| 
(3) D³ evwl©K Avq-e¨‡qi wnmv‡ei GKwU Abywjwc Rbmvavi‡Yi cwi`k©‡bi Rb¨ cwil`  Kvh©vj‡qi †Kvb cÖKvk¨ ’¯v‡b ’¯vcb Kwi‡Z 
nB‡e Ges D³ wnmve m¤ú©‡K Rbmvavi‡Yi AvcwË ev civgk© cwil` we‡ePbv Kwi‡e| 
 
(40)  wnmve wbixÿv|- (1) cwil‡`i Avq-e¨‡qi wnmve wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ c×wZ‡Z I wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ KZ©„c‡ÿi Øviv wbixwÿZ 
nB‡e| 
(2) wbixÿvKvix KZ©„cÿ cwil‡`i mKj wnmve msµvšÍ hveZxq ewn I Ab¨vb¨ `wjj †`wL‡Z cvwi‡e Ges cÖ‡qvRb‡ev‡a cwil‡`i 
1[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] I †h †Kvb m`m¨, Kg©KZ©v I Kg©Pvix‡K wRÁvmvev` Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
(3) wnmve wbixÿvi ci wbixÿvKvix KZ©„cÿ miKv‡ii wbKU GKwU wbixÿv cÖwZ‡e`b †ck Kwi‡e Ges Dnv‡Z, Ab¨vb¨ wel‡qi g‡a¨, 
wb¤œewY©Z welqvw`i D‡jøL _vwK‡e, h_v t- 
(K) A_©-AvZ¥mvr; 
(L) cwil‡`i Znwe‡ji †jvKmvb, AcPq Ges AccÖ‡qvM; 
(M) wnmve iÿ‡Y Awbqg; 
(N) wbivÿvKvix KZ©„c‡ÿi g‡Z hvnvi cÖZ¨ÿ ev c‡ivÿfv‡e D³ AvZ¥mvZ, ‡jvKmvb, AcPq AccÖ‡qvM I Awbq‡gi Rb¨ `vqx Zvnv‡`i 
bvg| 
 
41| cwil‡`i m¤úwË|- (1) miKvi wewa Øviv- 
(K) cwil‡`i Dci ev Dnvi ZË¡veav‡b b¨¯Í ev Dnvi gvwjKvbvaxb m¤úwËi e¨e ’¯vcbv, iÿYv‡eÿY I Dbœq‡bi Rb¨ weavb Kwi‡Z 
cvwi‡e| 
(L) D³ m¤úwËi n¯ÍvšÍ‡ii wbqš¿b Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
(2) cwil`- 
(K) Dnvi gvwjKvbvaxb ev Dnvi Dci ev Dnvi ZË¡veav‡b b¨ Í¯ †h †Kvb m¤úwZi e¨e ’¯vcbv, iÿv‡eÿY, cwi`k©b I Dbœqb mvab Kwi‡Z 
cvwi‡e; 
(L) GB AvB‡bi D‡Ïk¨ c~iYK‡jø D³ m¤úwË Kv‡R jvMvB‡Z cvwi‡e; 
(M) `vb, weµq, eÜK, BRviv ev wewbg‡qi gva¨‡g ev Ab¨ †Kvb cš’vq †h †Kvb m¤úwË AR©b ev n Í¯všÍi Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
 
42| Dbœqb cwiKíbv|- (1) cwil` Dnvi GLwZqvifz³ ‡h †Kvb wel‡q Dnvi Znwe‡ji msMwZ Abyhvqx cuvPmvjv cwiKíbvmn wewfbœ 
†gqv`x Dbœqb cwiKíbv cÖ¯‘Z I ev¯Íevqb Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e Ges GBiƒc cwiKíbv cÖYq‡bi †ÿ‡Î cwil‡`i GjvKvfz³ BDwbqb cwil` ev 
D³ GjvKvq Dbœqb Kg©Kv‡Û mwµqfv‡e RwoZ †emiKvix cÖwZôvbmg~n ev †Kvb e¨w³ we‡k‡li civgk© we‡ePbv Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
(2) D³ cwiKíbvq wb¤œwjwLZ wel‡qi weavb _vwK‡e, h_v t- 
(K) wK c×wZ‡Z cwiKíbvq A_© †hvMvb nB‡e Ges Bnvi Z`viK I ev Í¯evqb nB‡e; 
(L) Kvnvi Øviv cwiKíbv ev Í¯evwqZ nB‡e; 
(M) cwiKíbv m¤úwK©Z Ab¨vb¨  cª‡qvRbxq welq| 
(3) cwil` Dnvi cÖwZwU Dbœqb cwiKíbvi 2[wel‡q mswkøó msm`-m`‡m¨i mycvwik MÖnYc~e©K] GKwU Abywjwc Dnvi ev Í¯evq‡bi c~‡e© 
miKv‡ii wbKU †cÖiY Kwi‡e Ges Rbmvavi‡Yi AeMwZi Rb¨ cwil‡`i we‡ePbvq h_vh_ c×wZ‡Z cÖKvk Kwi‡Z ev †ÿÎ we‡k‡l 
Zvnv‡`i gZvgZ ev civgk© we‡ePbvµ‡g D³ cwiKíbv m¤ú©‡K h_vh_ e¨e ’¯v MÖnY Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
 
43| cwil‡`i wbKU †Pqvig¨vb BZ¨vw`i `vq|- cwil‡`i 3[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] A_ev Dnvi †Kvb m`m¨, Kg©KZ©v ev Kg©Pvix 
A_ev cwil` cÖkvm‡bi `vwqZ¡cÖvß ev cwil‡`i c‡ÿ Kg©iZ †Kvb e¨w³i cÖZ¨ÿ MvwdjwZ ev Am`vPi‡Yi Kvi‡b cwil‡`i †Kvb A_© ev 
m¤ú‡`i †jvKmvb, AcPq ev AccÖ‡qvM nB‡j Bnvi Rb¨ wZwb `vwq _vwK‡eb Ges wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ c×wZ‡Z miKvi Zvnvi GB `vq-
`vwqZ¡  wba©vib Kwi‡e Ges †h UvKvi Rb¨ Zvnv‡K `vqx Kiv nB‡e †mB UvKv miKvix `vex (Public Demand) wnmv‡e Zvnvi wbKU 
nB‡Z Av`vq Kiv nB‡e| 
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1
 2009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 24 aviv e‡j cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
2
 2009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 25 aviv e‡j cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
32009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 26 aviv e‡j cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
44| cwil` KZ©„K Av‡ivcYxq Ki BZ¨vw`|- cwil`, miKv‡ii c~e©vby‡gv`bµ‡g, PZz_© Zdwm‡j DwjøwLZ mKj A_ev †h †Kvb Ki, 
‡iBU, ‡Uvj Ges wdm wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ c×wZ‡Z Av‡ivc Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
 
45| Ki m¤úwK©Z cÖÁvcb BZ¨vw`|- (1) cwil` KZ©„K Av‡ivwcZ mKj Ki, ‡iBU, ‡Uvj Ges wdm wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ c×wZ‡Z 
cÖÁvwcZ nB‡e Ges miKvi wfbœiƒc wb‡`©k bv w`‡j D³ Av‡iv‡ci welqvwU Av‡iv‡ci c~‡e© cÖKvk Kwi‡Z nB‡e| 
(2) ‡Kvb Ki, ‡Uvj, ‡iBU ev wdm Av‡iv‡ci ev Dnvi cwieZ©‡bi †Kvb cÖ¯ Íve Aby‡gvw`Z nB‡j miKvi †h ZvwiL wba©viY Kwi‡e †mB 
Zvwi‡L Dnv Kvh©Ki nB‡e| 
 
46| Ki msµvšÍ `vq|- †Kvb e¨w³ ev wRwbl c‡Îi Dci Ki, ‡iBU, ‡Uvj ev wdm Av‡ivc Kiv hvB‡e wKbv Dnv wba©vi‡Yi cÖ‡qvR‡b 
cwil`, ‡bvwU‡ki gva¨‡g, mswkøó e¨vw³‡K cÖ‡qvRbxq Z_¨ mieivn Kwi‡Z ev `wjicÎ, wnmve ewn ev wRwbmcÎ nvwRi Kwievi wb‡`©k 
w`‡Z cvwi‡e| 
 
47| Ki Av`vq|- (1) GB AvB‡b wfbœiƒc weavb bv _vwK‡j, cwil‡`i mKj Ki, ‡iBU, †Uvj Ges wdm wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ e¨w³i Øviv 
Ges c×wZ‡Z Av`vq Kiv nB‡e| 
(2) cwil‡`i cÖvc¨ Abv`vqx mKj cÖKvi Ki, ‡iBU, ‡Uvj, wdm Ges Ab¨vb¨ A_© miKvix `vex (Public Demand) wnmv‡e 
Av`vq‡hvM¨ nB‡e| 
 
48| Ki BZ¨vw` wba©vi‡Yi weiæ‡× AvcwË|- wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ KZ©„c‡ÿi wbKU I wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ cš’vq Ges mg‡qi g‡a¨ †ckK…Z 
wjwLZ `iLv Í¯ Qvov Ab¨ cš’vq GB AvB‡bi Aaxb avh©K…Z †Kvb Ki, ‡iBU, ‡Uvj ev wdm ev GZ`&msµvšÍ †Kvb m¤úwËi g~j¨vqb A_ev 
†Kvb e¨w³i Dnv cÖ`v‡bi `vwqZ¡ m¤ú‡K© †Kvb AvcwË DÌvcb Kiv hvB‡e bv| 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
49| Ki wewa|- (1) cwil` KZ©„K avh©K…Z mKj Ki, ‡iBU, ‡Uvj ev wdm Ges Ab¨vb¨ `vex wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ cÏwZ‡Z avh©, Av‡ivc 
Ges wbqš¿b Kiv hvB‡e| 
(2) GB avivq DwjøwLZ welq m¤úwK©Z wewa Ab¨vb¨ wel‡qi g‡a¨ Ki`vZv‡`i KiYxq Ges Ki avh©Kvix I Av`vqKvix Kg©KZ©v I Ab¨b¨ 
KZ©c‡ÿi ÿgZv I `vwqZ¡ m¤ú‡K© weavb _vwK‡e| 
 
50| cwil‡`i Dci ZË¡veavb|- GB AvB‡bi D‡Ï‡k¨i mwnZ cwil‡`i Kvh©Kjv‡ci mvgÄm¨ mva‡bi wbðqZv weavbK‡í miKvi 
cwil‡`i Dci mvaviY ZË¡veavb I wbqš¿b ÿgZv cÖ‡qvM Kwi‡e|  
 
51| cwil‡`i Kvh©vejxi Dci wbqš¿b|- (1) miKvi hw` GBiƒc AwfgZ †cvlY K‡i †h, cwil` KZ©„K ev cwil‡`i c‡ÿ K…Z ev 
cÖ¯ ÍvweZ †Kvb KvRKg© AvB‡bi mwnZ msMwZc~Y© b‡n A_ev Rb¯^v‡_©i cwicš’x, Zvnv nB‡j miKvi Av‡`k Øviv- 
(K) cwil‡`i D³ Kvh©µg evwZj Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e; 
(L) cwil` KZ©„K M„nxZ †Kvb cÖ¯Íve A_ev cÖ`Ë †Kvb Av‡`‡ki ev Í¯evqb mvgwqKfv‡e ’¯wMZ Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e; 
(M) cÖ¯ÍvweZ †Kvb KvRKg© m¤úv`b wbwl× Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e; 
(N) cwil`‡K Av‡`‡k DwjøwLZ †Kvb KvR Kwievi wb‡ ©`k w`‡Z cvwi‡e| 
(2) Dc-aviv (1) Gi Aax‡b †Kvb Avv‡`k cª`Ë nB‡j cwil` Av‡`k cÖvwßi wÎk w`‡bi g‡a¨ Dnv cybt we‡ePbvi Rb¨ miKvi Av‡e`b 
Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
(3) D³ Av‡e`b cÖvwßi wÎk w`‡bi g‡a¨ miKvi D³ Av‡`kwU nq envj ivwL‡e bZzev ms‡kvab A_ev evwZj Kwi‡e Ges D³ mg‡qi 
g‡a¨ cwil`‡K Dnv AewnZ Kwi‡e| 
(4) hw` †Kvb Kvi‡Y DwjøwLZ mg‡qi g‡a¨ miKvi D³ Av‡`k envj A_ev ms‡kvab bv K‡i Zvnv nB‡j Dnv evwZj ewjqv MY¨ nB‡e| 
 
52| cwil‡`i welqvejx m¤ú‡K© Z`šÍ|- (1) miKvi, †m”Qvq A_ev †Kvb e¨w³i Av‡e`‡bi wfwË‡Z, cwil‡`i welqvejx mvaviYfv‡e 
A_ev Zrm¤úwK©Z †Kvb we‡kl e¨vcvi m¤^‡Ü Z`šÍ Kwievi Rb¨ †Kvb Kg©KZ©v‡K ÿgZv cÖ`vb Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e Ges D³ Z`‡šÍi 
wi‡cv‡U©i cwi‡cÖwÿ‡Z M„nxZe¨ cÖ‡qvRbxq cÖwZKvig~jK e¨e ’¯v MÖnY Kwievi Rb¨I wb‡`©k w`‡Z cvwi‡e| 
(2) D³ Z`šÍKvix Kg©KZ©v Z`‡šÍi cÖ‡qvR‡b mvÿ¨ MÖnY Ges mvÿxi Dcw¯’wZ I `wjj Dc¯’vcb wbwðZKi‡Yi Rb¨ Code of Civil 
Procedure, 1908 (Act V of 1908) Gi Aaxb GZ`&msµvšÍ wel‡q †`Iqvbx Av`vj‡Zi †h ÿgZv Av‡Q †mB ÿgZv cÖ‡qvM Kwi‡Z 
cvwi‡e| 
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53| cwil` evwZjKiY|- (1) hw` cÖ‡qvRbxq Z`‡šÍi ci miKvi GBiƒc AwfgZ †cvlb K‡i †h, cwil`- 
(K) Dnvi `vwqZ¡ cvj‡b Amg_© A_ev µgvMZfv‡e Dnvi `vwqZ¡ cvj‡b e¨_© nBqv‡Q; 
 
(L) Dnvi cÖkvmwbK I Avw_©K `vwqZ¡ cvj‡b Amg_©; 
(M) mvaviYZt Ggb KvR K‡i hvnv Rb¯^v_© we‡ivax; 
(N) Ab¨ †Kvb fv‡e Dnvi ÿgZvi mxgv jsNb ev ÿgZvi Ace¨envi Kwiqv‡Q ev Kwi‡Z‡Q; Zvnv nB‡j miKvi, miKvix †M‡R‡U 
cÖKvwkZ Av‡`k Øviv, cwil`‡K evwZj Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
Z‡e kZ© _v‡K †h, D³ Av‡`k cÖ`v‡bi c~‡e© cwil‡`i m`m¨MY‡K cÖ¯ÍvweZ evwZjKi‡Yi weiæ‡× KviY `k©v‡bvi my‡hvM w`‡Z nB‡e| 
(2) Dc-aviv (1) Gi Aaxb †Kvb Av‡`k cÖKvwkZ nB‡j- 
(K) cwil‡`i 1[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] I Ab¨b¨ m`m¨MY Zvnv‡`i c‡` envj _vwK‡eb bv; 
(L) evwZj _vKvKvjxb mg‡q cwil‡`i hveZxq `vwqZ¡ miKvi KZ©„K wb‡qvwRZ †Kvb e¨w³ ev KZ„©cÿ cvjb Kwi‡e| 
(3) evwZjv‡`k miKvix †M‡R‡U Rvixi GKkZ wek w`‡bi g‡a¨ GB AvBb I wewa ‡gvZv‡eK cwil` cybM©wVZ nB‡e| 
 
54| hy³ KwgwU|- cwil` Ab¨ †Kvb ’¯vbxq KZ©„c‡ÿi mwnZ GK‡Î Dnv‡`i mvaviY ¯^v_©-mswkøó †Kvb wel‡qi Rb¨ hy³ KwgwU MVb 
Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e Ges Abyiƒc KwgwU‡K Dnvi †h †Kvb ÿgZv cÖ`vb Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
 
55| cwil` I Ab¨ †Kvb ¯’vbxq KZ©„c‡ÿi we‡iva|- cwil` Ges Ab¨ †Kvb ¯’vbxq KZ©„c‡ÿi g‡a¨ †Kvb we‡iva †`Lv w`‡j we‡ivaxq 
welqwU wb®úwËi Rb¨ miKv‡ii wbKU †cÖwiZ nB‡e Ges GB e¨vcv‡i miKv‡ii wm×všÍ PzovšÍ nB‡e| 
 
56| Aciva|- cÂg Zdwm‡j ewY©Z †Kvb Kibxq KvR bv Kiv Ges Kibxq bq GB cÖKvi KvR Kiv GB AvB‡bi Aaxb `Ûbxq Aciva 
nB‡e| 
 
57| `Û|- GB AvB‡bi Aaxb †Kvb Aciv‡ai Rb¨ AbwaK cuvP nvRvi UvKv Rwigvbv Kiv hvB‡e Ges GB Aciva hw` AbeiZfv‡e 
NwU‡q _v‡K, Zvnv nB‡j cÖ_g w`‡bi Aciv‡ai ci cieZx© cÖ‡Z¨K w`‡bi Rb¨ Acivax‡K AwZwi³ AbwaK cuvPkZ UvKv chšÍ© Rwigvbv 
Kiv hvB‡e| 
 
58| Aciva Avg‡j †bIqv|- ‡Pqvig¨vb ev cwil` nB‡Z ÿgZvcÖvß †Kvb e¨vw³i wjwLZ Awf‡hvM Qvov †Kvb Av`vjZ GB AvB‡bi 
Aaxb †Kvb Aciva wePv‡ii Rb¨ Avg‡j jB‡Z cvwi‡eb bv| 
 
59| Awf‡hvM cÖZ¨vnvi I Av‡cvl wb®úwË|- ‡Pqvig¨vb ev GZ y`‡Ï‡k cwil` nB‡Z ÿgZvcÖvß †Kvb e¨w³ GB AvB‡bi Aaxb Aciva 
msµvšÍ †Kvb Awf‡hvM cÖZ¨vnvi ev Awfhy³ e¨w³i mwnZ Av‡cvl wb®úwË Kwi‡Z cvwi‡eb| 
 
60| A‰ea AbycÖ‡ek ev Ae¯’vb|- (1) Rbc_ I me©mvavi‡Yi e¨envh© †Kvb ’¯v‡b †Kvb e¨w³ †Kvb cÖKv‡i A‣ea AbycÖ‡ek Kwi‡eb bv| 
e¨vL¨v|- GB avivi D‡Ïk¨ c~iYK‡í †Kvb e¨w³i A‣ea AbycÖ‡ek ewj‡Z Zvnvi wbqš¿Yvaxb ev Zvnvi ZË¡veav‡b iwnqv‡Q Ggb †Kvb 
e¨w³ ev Rxe-Rš‘i AbycÖ‡ek ev †Kvb e ‘¯ ev KvVv‡gvi Ae ’¯vbI AšÍf©z³ nB‡e|  
(2) cwil‡`i wbqš¿bfz³ ev GLwZqviaxb Rbc‡_ ev ’¯v‡b D³iƒc A‣ea AbycÖ‡ek Kwi‡j cwil` †bvwUk Øviv wba©vwiZ mg‡qi g‡a¨ 
D³ e¨w³‡K Zuvnvi A‣ea Kvh©Kjvc eÜ Kwievi Rb¨ wb‡`©k w`‡Z cvwi‡e Ges D³ mg‡qi g‡a¨ hw` wZwb GB wb‡`©k gvb¨ bv K‡ib 
Zvnv nB‡j cwil` A‣ea AbycÖ‡ek eÜ Kwievi Rb¨ h_vh_ e¨e ’¯v MÖnY Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e Ges D³iƒc e¨e ’¯v MÖn‡Yi d‡j A‣ea 
AbycÖ‡ekKvix †Kvb cÖKvi ÿwZMÖ¯’ nB‡j †mBRb¨ Zvnv‡K †Kvb ÿwZc~iY †`Iqv nB‡e bv| 
(3) A‣ea AbycÖ‡ek eÜ Kivi cÖ‡qvR‡b M„nxZ e¨e ’¯vi Rb¨ †h e¨q nB‡e Zvnv D³ AbycÖ‡ekKvixi Dci GB AvB‡bi Aaxb Kvh©Ki 
ewjqv MY¨ nB‡e| 
 
61| Avcxj|- GB AvBb ev †Kvb wewa ev cÖweav‡bi Aax‡b cwil` ev Dnvi †Pqvig¨vb A_ev cwil‡`i ev †Pqvig¨v‡bi wbKU nB‡Z 
ÿgZvcÖvß †Kvb e¨w³i †Kvb Av‡`‡ki Øviv †Kvb e¨w³ msÿyä nB‡j wZwb D³ vv‡`k cÖ` v‡bi wÎk w`‡bi g‡a¨ miKv‡ii wbKU ev 
miKvi KZ©„K wba©vwiZ KZ©„c‡ÿi wbKU Dnvi weiæ‡× Avcxj Kwi‡Z cvwi‡eb Ges GB Avcx‡ji Dci miKv‡ii ev D³ KZ©„c‡ÿi 
wm×všÍ PzovšÍ nB‡e| 
 
62| cwil` I miKv‡ii Kvh©vejxi mgš^q m¤ú‡K© Av‡`k|- miKvi cÖ‡qvRb nB‡j Av‡`k Øviv cwil` Ges miKvix KZ©„c‡ÿi 
Kvh©vejxi g‡a¨ Kv‡Ri mgš^‡q Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
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63| wewa cÖbq‡bi ÿgZv|- (1) GB AvB‡bi D‡Ïk¨ c~iYK‡í miKvi, miKvix †M‡R‡U cÖÁvcb Øviv wewa cÖYqb Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
 
12009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 27 aviv e‡j cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
 
(2) we‡kl Kwiqv Ges DcwiD³ ÿgZvi mvgwMÖKZv‡K ÿzYœ bv Kwiqv, Abyiƒc wewa‡Z wb¤œewY©Z mKj A_ev †h †Kvb wel‡q weavb Kiv 
hvB‡e, h_v t- 
(K) 
1[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] I gwnjv m`m¨ wbe©vPb I ZrmsµvšÍ Kvh©vejx; 
(L) wbe©vPb we‡iva, wbe©vPb UªvBe y¨bvj wb‡qvM I Dnv‡`i ÿgZv, wbe©vPbx `iLv Í¯ `vwLj Ges wbe©vPb we‡iva wb®úwË msµvšÍ welqvw`; 
(M) 
1[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] I m`m¨M‡Yi ÿgZv I Kvh©vejx; 
(N) cwil‡`i c‡ÿ Pzw³ m¤úv`‡bi weavbvejx; 
(O) cwil‡`i Kvh©µg ev Í¯evq‡bi weavbvejx; 
(P) cwil‡`i †iKW©cÎ, cÖwZ‡e`b BZ¨vw` iÿYv‡eÿY I cÖKvkbv msµvšÍ; 
(Q) cwil‡`i Kg©KZ©v I Kg©Pvix‡`i wb‡qvM I PvKzixi kZ©vejx msµvšÍ welq; 
(R) cwil‡`i Znwej iÿY cwiPvjbv, wbqš¿b, wewb‡qvM; 
(S) wnmve wbixÿv msµvšÍ welqvw`; 
(T) cwil‡`i m¤úwË iÿYv‡eÿY, cwiPvjbv msµvšÍ welqvwv`; 
(U) wbg©vY KvR Ges Dbœqb cwiKíbv cÖYqb I ev Í¯evqb msµvšÍ welqvw`; 
(V) cwil‡`i m¤úwË iÿYv‡eÿ‡Yi Rb¨ Kg©KZ©v I Kg©Pvix‡`i AvPiY msµvšÍ welq; 
(W) Ki msµvšÍ welq; 
(X) cwil‡`i Av‡`‡ki weiæ‡× Avcxj msµvšÍ welq; 
(Y) we‡kl mfv Avnevb Ges 2[†Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] ev Ab¨ †Kvb m`m¨ msµvšÍ Acmvi‡Yi welq; 
(Z) ev‡RU cÖYqb I Aby‡gv`b msµvšÍ welqvejx; 
(_) GB AvB‡bi weavbvejx cvj‡bi Rb¨ m¤ú„³ Ab¨vb¨ welqvw`| 
 
(64) cÖweavb cÖYq‡bi ÿgZv|- (1) GB AvB‡bi D‡Ïk¨ c~iYK‡í cwil`, miKv‡ii c~e©vby‡gv`bµ‡g, GB AvB‡bi ev †Kvb wewai 
mwnZ AmvgÄm¨ bv nq GBiƒc cÖweavb cÖYqb Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
(2) we‡kl Kwiqv Ges Dcwi-D³ ÿgZvi mvgwMÖKZv‡K ÿzbœ bv Kwiqv, Abyiƒc cÖwZweavb wb¤œiƒc mKj A_ev †h †Kvb wel‡q weavb Kiv 
hvB‡e, h_v t- 
(K) cwil‡`i Kvh©vejx cwiPvjbv; 
(L) cwil‡`i mfvi †Kvivg wba©viY; 
(M) cwil‡`i mfvq cÖkœ DÌvcb; 
(N) cwil‡`i mfv Avnevb; 
(O) cwil‡`i mfvi Kvh©weeiYx wjLb; 
(P) cwil‡`i mfvq M„nxZ cÖ¯Ív‡ei ev Í¯evqb; 
(Q) mvaviY mxj‡gvn‡ii ‡ndvRZ I e¨envi; 
(R) cwil‡`i †Kvb Kg©KZ©v‡K †Pqvig¨v‡bi ÿgZv Ac©Y; 
(S) cwil‡`i Awd‡mi wefvM I kvLv MVb Ges Dnv‡`i Kv‡Ri cwiwa wba©viY; 
(T) Kvh©wbe©vnx msµvšÍ hveZxq welq; 
(U) GB AvB‡bi Aaxb cÖweavb Øviv wbqš¿b Kwi‡Z nB‡e ev Kiv hvB‡e GBiƒc †h †Kvb welq| 
(3) cwil‡`i we‡ePbvq ‡h cÖKv‡i cÖKvk Kwi‡j †Kvb cÖweavb m¤ú‡K© RbmvaviY fvjfv‡e AewnZ nB‡Z cvwi‡e †mB cÖKv‡i cÖ‡Z¨K 
cÖweavb cÖKvk Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
(4) miKvi bgybv cÖweavb cªYqb Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e Ges GBiƒc †Kvb bgybv cÖYxZ nB‡j cwil` Dnv AbymiY Kwi‡e| 
 
65| miKvi KZ©„K ÿgZv Ac©Y|- miKv‡ii GB AvB‡bi Aaxb Bnvi mKj A_ev †h †Kvb ÿgZv miKvix †M‡R‡U cÖÁvcb Øviv, ‡h 
†Kvb e¨w³ ev KZ©„cÿ‡K Ac©Y Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
 
66| cwil‡`i c‡ÿ I wec‡ÿ gvgjv|- (1) cwil‡`i weiæ‡× ev cwil` msµvšÍ †Kvb Kv‡Ri m~‡Î Dnvi †Kvb m`m¨ ev Kg©KZ©v ev 
Kg©Pvixi weiæ‡× gvgjv `v‡qi Kwi‡Z nB‡j gvgjv `v‡qi Kwi‡Z B”QzK e¨w³‡K gvgjvi KviY Ges ev`xi bvg I wVKvbv D‡jøL Kwiqv 
GKwU †bvwUk- 
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(K) cwil‡`i †ÿ‡Î, cwil‡`i Kvh©vj‡q cÖ`vb Kwi‡Z nB‡e ev †c․QvBqv w`‡Z nB‡e; 
 
12009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 28 (K) I (L) aviv e‡j cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
22009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 28 (M) aviv e‡j cÖwZ¯’vwcZ | 
(L) Ab¨vb¨ †ÿ‡Î, mswkøô m`m¨, Kg©KZ©v Kg©Pvixi wbKU e¨w³MZfv‡e ev Zvnvi Awdm ev evm¯’v‡b cÖ` vb Kwi‡Z nB‡e ev †cu․QvBqv 
w`‡Z nB‡e| 
(2) D³ †bvwUk cÖ` vb ev †cu․Qv‡bvi ci wÎk w`b AwZevwnZ bv nIqv ch©šÍ †Kvb gvgjv `v‡qi Kiv hvB‡e bv, Ges gvgjvi AviRx‡Z 
D³ †bvwUk cÖ`vb Kiv ev †cu․Qv‡bv nBqv‡Q wKbv Dnvi D‡jøL _vwK‡Z nB‡e| 
 
67| ‡bvwUk Ges Dnv RvixKiY|- (1) GB AvBb, wewa ev cÖweavb cvj‡bi Rb¨ †Kvb KvR Kiv ev bv Kiv nB‡Z weiZ _vKv hw` †Kvb 
e¨w³i KZ©e¨ nq Zvnv nB‡j †Kvb mg‡qi g‡a¨ Bnv Kwi‡Z nB‡e ev Bnv Kiv nB‡Z weiZ _vwK‡Z nB‡e Zvnv D‡jøL Kwiqv Zvnvi Dci 
GKwU †bvwUk Rvix Kwi‡Z nB‡e| 
(2) GB AvB‡bi Aaxb cÖ‡`q †Kvb †bvwUk MVbMZ ÎæwUi Kvi‡Y A‣ea nB‡e bv| 
(3) wfbœiƒc †Kvb weavb bv _vwK‡j GB AvB‡bi Aaxb cÖ‡`q mKj †bvwUk Dnvi cÖvcK‡K nv‡Z nv‡Z cÖ` vb Kwiqv A_ev Zuvnvi wbKU 
WvK‡hv‡M †cÖiY Kwiqv ev Zvnvi evm¯’vb ev Kg©¯’‡ji †Kvb wewkó ’¯v‡b AuvwUqv w`qv Rvix Kwi‡Z nB‡e| 
(4) ‡h †bvwUk me©mvavi‡Yi Rb¨ Zvnv cwil` KZ©„Kwba©wiZ ‡Kvb cÖKvk¨ ’¯v‡b AuvwUqv w`qv Rvix Kiv nB‡j Dnv h_vh_fv‡e Rvix 
nBqv‡Q ewjqv MY¨ nB‡e| 
 
68| cÖKvk¨ †iKW©|- GB AvB‡bi Aaxb cÖ¯ ‘ZK…Z Ges msiwÿZ hveZxq †iKW© Ges †iwR÷ªx Evidence Act, 1872 (1 of 1872) 
‡Z †h A‡_© cÖKvk¨ †iKW© (public document) Awfe¨w³wU e¨eüZ nBqv‡Q †mB A‡_© cÖKvk¨ †iKW© (Public document) ewjqv 
MY¨ nB‡e Ges wecixZ cÖgvwbZ bv nB‡j, Dnv‡K weï× †iKW© ev †iwR÷ªx  ewjqv MY¨ Kwi‡Z nB‡e| 
 
69| cwil‡`i 1[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb] m`m¨ BZ¨vw` Rb‡meK (Public Servant) MY¨ nB‡eb|- cwil‡`i 1[‡Pqvig¨vb, fvBm 
†Pqvig¨vb] I Dnvi Ab¨vb¨ m`m¨ Ges Dnvi Kg©KZ©v I Kg©PvixMY Ges cwil‡`i c‡ÿ KvR Kivi Rb¨ h_vh_fv‡e ÿgZvcÖvß Ab¨vb¨ 
e¨w³ Penal Code (Act XLV of 1860) Gi Section 21G †h A‡_© Rb‡meK (Public Servant ) Awfe¨w³wU e¨eüZ nBqv‡Q 
†mB A‡_© Rb‡meK (Public Servant ) ewjqv MY¨ nB‡eb| 
 
70| mij wek¦v‡m K…Z KvRKg© iÿY|- GB AvBb, wewa ev cÖweavb Gi Aaxb mij wek¦v‡m K…Z †Kvb Kv‡Ri d‡j †Kvb e¨w³ ÿwZMÖ¯’ 
nB‡j ev Zuvnvi ÿwZMÖ¯’ nBevi m¤¢vebv _vwK‡j Z¾b¨ miKvi, cwil` ev Dnv‡`i wbKU nB‡Z ÿgZvcÖvß †Kvb e¨w³i weiæ‡× †Kvb 
†`Iqvbx ev †d․R`vix gvgjv ev Ab¨ †Kvb AvBbMZ Kvh©µg MÖnY Kiv hvB‡e bv|  
 
71| wba©vwiZ c×wZ‡Z KwZcq wel‡qi wb®úwË|- GB AvB‡b †Kvb wKQz Kwievi Rb¨ weavb _vKv m‡Ë¡I hw` Dnv †Kvb KZ©©cÿ KZ©„K ev 
wK c×wZ‡Z Kiv nB‡e Zrm¤ú‡K© †Kvb weavb bv _v‡K Zvnv nB‡j D³ KvR miKvi KZ©„K miKvix †M‡R‡U cÖKvwkZ Av‡`k Abymv‡i 
m¤úbœ Kiv nB‡e| 
 
72| Amyweav `~ixKiY|- GB AvB‡bi weavbvejx Kvh©Ki Kwievi †ÿ‡Î D³ weav‡b †Kvb A¯úóZvi Kvi‡Y Amyweav †`Lv w`‡j miKvi 
D³ Amyweav ~`ixKiYv‡_© miKvix †M‡R‡U cÖKvwkZ Av‡`k Øviv cÖ‡qvRbxq †h †Kvb e¨e¯’v MÖnY Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
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12009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb Gi 29 aviv e‡j cÖwZ¯’vwcZ 
 
1
[cÖ_g Zdwmj 
[aviv 3(1) ª`óe¨] 
cÖ_g Dc‡Rjvmg~‡ni ZvwjKv 
‡Rjvi bvg µwgK bs Dc‡Rjv ‡Rjvi bvg µwgK bs Dc‡Rjv ‡Rjvi bvg µwgK 
bs 
Dc‡Rjv 
 
01 cÂMo 
 
 
 
 
02 VvKziMuvI 
 
 
 
 
03 w`bvRcyi 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
04 bxjdvgvix 
 
 
 
 
 
05 jvjgwbinvU 
 
 
 
 
06 iscyi 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
07 KzwoMÖvg 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
Av‡Uvqvix 
‡ZZzwjqv 
‡ev`v 
‡`exMÄ 
cÂMo m`i 
evwjqv Wv½v 
  nwicyi 
ivYxksKvBj 
cxiMÄ 
VvKziMuvI m`i 
weivgcyi  
exiMÄ 
‡evPvMÄ 
wPwii e›`i 
‡NvovNvU 
dzjevox 
weij 
w`bvRcyi m`i 
nvwKgcyi 
Kvnv‡ivj 
Lvbmvgv 
beveMÄ 
cve©Z©xcyi 
wWgjv 
‡Wvgvi 
bxjdvgvix m`i 
RjXvKv 
wK‡kviMÄ 
‣mq`cyi 
nvZxevÜv 
KvjxMÄ 
cvUMÖvg 
Avw`Zgvix 
jvjgwbinvU m`i 
M½vPov 
KvDwbqv 
cxiMvQv 
iscyi m`i 
e`iMÄ 
wgVvcyKzi 
cxiMÄ 
ZvivMÄ 
fzisMvgvix                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
08 MvBevÜv 
 
 
 
 
 
 
09 RqcyinvU 
 
 
 
 
10 e¸ov 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11 bIqveMÄ 
 
 
 
 
12 bIMuv 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
wPjgvix 
dzjevox 
ivwRecyi 
‡i․gvix 
KzwoMÖvg m`i 
bv‡Mk¦ix 
ivRvinvU 
Dwjcyi 
dzjQwo 
MvBevÜv m`i 
cjvkevox 
mvNvUv 
‡Mvwe›`MÄ 
mv`yjøvcyi 
my›`iMÄ 
Av‡°jcyi 
cuvPwewe 
RqcyinvU m`i 
KvjvB  
†ÿZjvj 
Av`gw`Nx 
aybU 
b›`xMÖvg 
mvwKqvKvw›` 
‡mvbvZjv 
E¸ov m`i 
`ycPuvwPqv 
MveZjx 
Kvnvjy 
wkeMÄ 
‡kicyi 
kvRvnvbcyi 
bIqveMÄ m`i 
bv‡Pvj 
wkeMÄ 
‡fvjvnvU 
‡Mvg¯Ívcyi 
AvÎvB 
e`jMvQx 
avgvBinvU 
gv›`v 
‡cvikv 
mvcvnvi 
 
 
 
 
 
13 ivRkvnx 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
14 bv‡Uvi 
 
 
 
 
 
15 wmivRMÄ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
16 cvebv 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
17 †g‡nicyi 
 
 
18 Kzwóqv 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 
126 
127 
128 
129
gnv‡`ecyi 
bIMuv m`i 
wbqvgZcyi 
cZœxZjv 
ivbx bMi 
evMgviv 
‡gvnbcyi 
cev 
cywVqv 
Zv‡bvi 
evNv  
PviNvU 
`~M©vcyi 
‡Mv`vevox 
evMvwZcvov 
¸iæ`vkcyi 
bv‡Uvi m`i 
eovBMÖvg 
jvjcyi 
wmsov  
KvgviL›` 
ivqMÄ 
kvnvRv`cyi 
wmivRMÄ m`i 
Djøvcvov 
‡ejKzwP 
‡P․nvjx 
KvwRcyi 
Zvovk 
‡eov 
Dwi`cyi 
Ck¦i`x 
cvebv m`i 
muvw_qv 
AvUNwiqv 
fv½yov 
PvU‡gvni 
myRvbMi 
Mvsbx 
‡g‡nicyi m`i 
gywRebMi 
‡fovgviv 
‡`․jZcyi
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12009 m‡bi 27 bs AvBb-Gi 31 aviv e‡j ÒcÖ_g Zdwm‡jiÓ cwie‡Z© cÖwZ¯’vwcZ| 
 
 
‡Rjvi bvg µwgK bs Dc‡Rjv ‡Rjvi bvg µwgK bs Dc‡Rjv ‡Rjvi bvg µwgK bs Dc‡Rjv 
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19 PzqvWvsMv 
 
 
 
20 wSbvB`n 
 
 
 
 
 
21 h‡kvni 
 
 
 
 
 
 
22gv¸iv 
 
 
 
 
23 bovBj 
 
 
24 ev‡MinvU 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
25 Lyjbv 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
26 mvZÿiv 
130 
131 
132 
133 
134 
135 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
141 
142 
143 
144 
145 
146 
147 
148 
149 
150 
151 
152 
153 
154 
155 
156 
157 
158 
159 
160 
161 
162 
163 
164 
165 
166 
167 
168 
169 
170 
171 
172 
173 
174 
175 
176 
177 
178 
wgicyi 
‡LvKmv 
KzgviLvjx 
Kzwóqv m`i 
AvjgWv½v 
PzqvWvsMv m`i 
`vgyiû`v 
RxebbMi 
KvjxMÄ 
‡KvUPuv`cyi 
g‡nkcyi 
nwiYvKzÛ 
wSbvB`vn m`i 
‣kjKzcv 
‡P․MvQv 
h‡kvni m`i 
wSKiMvQv 
kvikv 
AfqbMi 
evNvicvov 
‡Kkecyi 
gwbivgcyi 
‡gvnv¤§v`cyi 
kvwjLv 
gv¸iv m`i 
kªxcyi 
‡jvnvMov 
Kvwjqv 
bovBj m`i 
ev‡MinvU m`i 
wPZjgvix 
dwKinvU 
KPzqv 
‡gvjøvnvU 
‡gvsjv 
‡gvojMÄ 
ivgcvj 
kiY‡Lvjv 
`xNwjqv 
dzjZjv 
iƒcmv 
‡ZiLv`v 
ewUqvNvUv 
`v‡Kvc 
Wzgywiqv 
Kqiv 
cvBKMvQv 
KvwjMÄ 
k¨vgbMi 
 
 
 
 
 
27 ei¸bv 
 
 
 
 
28 cUzqvLvjx 
 
 
 
 
 
 
29 †fvjv 
 
 
 
 
 
 
30 ewikvj 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
31 SvjKvwV 
 
 
 
32 wc‡ivRcyi 
 
 
 
 
 
 
33 mybvgMÄ 
179 
180 
181 
182 
183 
184 
185 
186 
187 
188 
189 
190 
191 
192 
193 
194 
195 
196 
197 
198 
199 
200 
201 
202 
203 
204 
205 
206 
207 
208 
209 
210 
211 
212 
213 
214 
215 
216 
217 
218 
219 
220 
221 
222 
223 
224 
225 
226 
227 
Avkv¸wb 
‡`envUv 
Kjv‡ivqv 
mvZÿxiv m`i 
Zvjv 
AvgZjx 
ei¸bv m`i 
cv_iNvUv 
‡eZvMx 
 evgbv 
evDdj 
wgR©vMÄ 
cUyqvLvjx m`i 
`kwgbv 
MjvwPcv 
Kjvcvov 
`ygwK 
Pid¨vmb 
jvj‡gvnb 
gbcyiv 
ZRygywÏb 
‡fvjv m`i 
‡evinvb DwÏb 
‡`․jZLvb 
Av‣MjSvov 
ewikvj m`i 
eveyMÄ 
‡M․ib`x 
DwRicyi 
wnRjv 
ev‡KiMÄ 
‡g‡n`xMÄ 
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Rywi 
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jvLvB 
bexMÄ 
nweMÄ m`i 
evûej 
PzbviæNvU 
gvaecyi 
evÂvivgcyi 
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AvLvDov 
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cwUqv 
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iægv 
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wØZxq Zdwmj 
[aviv 23 ª`óe¨] 
Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i Kvh©vejx 
 
1| cuvPmvjv I wewfbœ †gqv`x Dbœqb cwiKíbv •Zix Kiv| 
2| cwil‡`i wbKU n Í¯všÍwiZ wewfbœ miKvix `ß‡ii Kg©m~Px ev Í¯evqb Ges D³ `ß‡ii KvRKg©mg~‡ni ZË¡veavb Ges mgš^q Kiv| 
3| AvšÍtBDwbqb ms‡hvMKvix iv Í¯v wbg©vY, †givgZ I iÿYv‡eÿY Kiv| 
4| fz-Dcwi ’¯ cvwb m¤ú‡`i m‡e©vËg e¨envi wbwðZ Kwievi Rb¨ miKv‡ii wb‡ ©`kbv Abymv‡i Dc‡Rjv cwil` ÿz`ª †mP cÖKí MÖnY I 
ev Í¯evqb| 
5| Rb¯^v¯’¨, cywó I cwievi cwiKíbv †mev wbwðZKiY|  
6| m¨vwb‡Ukb I cqtwb®‥vkb e¨e ’¯vi DbœwZ mvab Ges my‡cq cvbxq R‡ji mieiv‡ni e¨e ’¯v MÖnY| 
7|  (K) Dc‡Rjv ch©v‡q wkÿv cÖmv‡ii Rb¨ DØy×KiY Ges mnvqZv cÖ`vb| 
(L) gva¨wgK wkÿv Ges gv ª`vmv wkÿv Kvh©µ‡gi gvb Dbœq‡bi j‡ÿ¨ mswkøó cÖwZôb¸wji Kvh©µg Z`viKx I Dnvw`M‡K mnvqZv 
cÖ` vb| 
8|  KzwUi I ÿz`ª wkí ’¯vcb I weKv‡ki j‡ÿ¨ Kvh©µg MÖnY| 
9| mgevq mwgwZ I †emiKvwi †¯^”Qv‡mex cÖwZôv‡bi Kv‡R mnvqZv cÖ`vb Ges Dnv‡`i Kv‡R mgš^q mvab| 
10| gwnjv, wkï, mgvRKj¨vY Ges hye, µxov I mvs¯‥…wZK Kvh©µ‡g mnvqZv cÖ`vb Ges ev Í¯evqb Kiv| 
11| K…wl, Mevw` cï, grm Ges ebR m¤ú` Dbœq‡b Kvh©µg MÖnY I ev¯Íevqb| 
12| Dc‡Rjvq AvBb-k„•Ljv cwiw¯’wZi Dbœqbmn cywjk wefv‡Mi Kvh©µg Av‡jvPbv Ges wbqwgZfv‡e DaŸ©Zb KZ©„c‡ÿi wbKU 
cÖwZ‡e`b †cÖiY| 
13| AvZ¥Kg©ms ’¯vb m„wó Ges `vwi`ª we‡gvP‡bi Rb¨ wbR D‡`¨v‡M Kg©m~wP MÖnY, ev Í¯evqb Ges GZ`m¤ú‡K© miKvix Kg©m~wP ev Í¯evq‡b 
miKvi‡K cÖ‡qvRbxq mnvqZv cÖ`vb| 
14| BDwbqb cwil‡`i Dbœqb Kvh©µ‡gi mgš^q mvab I cixÿY Ges cÖ‡qvRbxq mnvqZv cÖ`vb| 
15| bvix I wkï wbh©vZb BZ¨vw` Aciva msMwVZ nIqvi weiƒ‡× RbgZ m„wómn Ab¨vb¨ cÖwZ‡ivag~jK Kvh ©µg MÖnY| 
16| mš¿vm, Pzwi, WvKvwZ, †PvivPvjb, gv`K ª`e¨ e¨envi BZ¨vw` Aciva msMwVZ nIqvi weiæ‡× RbgZ m„wómn Ab¨vb¨ cÖwZ‡ivag~jK 
Kvh©µg MÖnY| 
17| cwi‡ek msiÿY I Dbœq‡bi j‡ÿ¨ mvgvwRK ebvqbmn Ab¨vb¨ Kvh©µg MÖnY| 
18| miKvi KZ©„K mg‡q mg‡q cÖ`Ë Ab¨vb¨ Kvh©vejx| 
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Z…Zxq Zdwmj 
[aviv 24 ª`óe¨] 
 
miKvi KZ©„K Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i wbKU n Í¯všÍi‡hvM¨ cÖwZôvb I K‡g©i ZvwjKv 
 
µwgK bs gš¿Yvjq/wefv‡Mi bvg Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i wbKU b¨ Í¯K…Z miKv‡ii welq A_ev `ßi 
1| hye I µxov gš¿Yvjq hye Dbœqb Awa`ßi Gi Aaxb ’¯ _vbv hye Dbœqb Kg©KZ©v, Kg©Pvix Ges Rbej| 
2| ms ’¯vcb gš¿Yvjq Dc‡Rjv wbe©vnx Kg©KZ©v I Zvnvi Aaxb¯’ Kg©PvixMY I Zv‡`i Kvh©vejx| 
3| grm I cïm¤ú` gš¿Yvjq (1) grm Awa`ß‡ii Aaxb ’¯ _vbv grm Kg©KZ©v I Zuvi Aaxb ’¯ Kg©Pvix; 
Ges  
(2) cïm¤ú` Awa`ß‡ii Aaxb ’¯ _vbv cïm¤ú` Kg©KZ©v I Zvnvi Aaxb¯’ 
Kg©Pvix Ges Zv‡`i Kvh©µg| 
4| ¯^v ’¯¨ I cwievi Kj¨vY gš¿Yvjq ¯^v ’¯¨ I cwievi cwiKíbv gš¿Yvj‡qi Aaxb¯’ _vbv ¯^v¯’¨ I cwievi cwiKíbv 
Kg©KZ©v I Zuvi Aaxb ’¯ Kg©KZ©v/Kg©Pvix, _vbv cwievi cwiKíbv Kg©KZ©v, ¯^v ’¯¨ 
Awa`ß‡ii wbqš¿Yvaxb _vbv ¯^v ’¯¨ Kg‡¤ú· Ges Ab¨vb¨ mswkøó Kvh©vejx| 
5| gwnjv I wkï welq gš¿Yvjq gwnjv Awa`ß‡ii Awab¯’ _vbv gwnjv welqK Kg©KZ©v I Zuvi Aaxb ’¯ 
Kg©KZ©v/Kg©Pvix Ges Zv‡`i Kvh©µg| 
6| cÖv_wgK wkÿv wefvM cÖv_wgK wkÿv Axa`ß‡ii _vbv cÖv_wgK wkÿv Kg©KZ©v I Zuvi Aaxb ’¯ Kg©PvixMY| 
7| ¯’vbxq miKvi, cjøx Dbœqb I 
mgevq gš¿Yvjq 
(1) ¯’vbxq miKvi cÖ‡K․kj Awa`ß‡ii Awab¯’ _vbv BwÄwbqvi I Zvnvi Aaxb ’¯ 
Kg©KZ©v/Kg©Pvix Ges Zv‡`i Kvh©vejx| 
(2) Rb¯^v¯’¨ cÖ‡K․kj Awa`ß‡ii Awab¯’ _vbv ch©v‡q Dc-mnKvix cÖ‡K․kjx I 
Zuvi Aaxb¯’ Kg©Pvix I Zv‡`i Kvh©vejx| 
8| K…wl gš¿Yvjq K…wl m¤úªmviY Awa`ß‡ii Awab¯’ _vbv K…wl Kg©KZ©v I Zuvi Aaxb ’¯ 
Kg©KZ©v/Kg©Pvix Ges Zv‡`i Kvh©vejx| 
9| `y‡h©vM e¨e ’¯vcbv I ÎvY gš¿Yvjq ÎvY I cybe©vmb Awa`ß‡ii AvIZvaxb _vbv ch©v‡q cÖKí ev¯Íevqb Kg©KZ©v 
(PIO) I Zuvi Aaxb ’¯ Kg©PvixMY I Zv‡`i Kvh©vejx| 
10| mgvRKj¨vY gš¿Yvjq mgvR‡mev Awa`ß‡ii Aaxb ’¯ _vbv mgvR‡mev Kg©KZ©v I Zuvi Aaxb ’¯ Kg©Pvix I 
Zv‡`i Kvh©vejx| 
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PZz_© Zdwmj 
[aviv 44 ª`óe¨] 
 
Dc‡Rjv cwil` KZ©„K Av‡ivcbxq Ki, †iBU, †Uvj, wdm Ges Ab¨vb¨ m~Î nB‡Z cÖvß Avq 
 
1| Dc‡Rjvi AvIZvfy³ GjvKvq Aew¯’Z miKvi KZ©„K wba©vwiZ nvU-evRvi, n Í¯všÍwiZ Rjgnvj I †dixNvU nB‡Z BRvivjä Avq| 
2| †h mKj Dc‡Rjvq †c․imfv MwVZ nq bvB †mLv‡b mxgvbv wba©viY c~e©K D³ mxgvbv, AZtci _vbv m`i ewjqv DwjøwLZ, Gi g‡a¨ 
Aew¯’Z e¨emv-evwbR¨ cÖwZôvb I wkí KviLvbvi Dci avh©K…Z Ki| 
3| (K) †h mKj Dc‡Rjvq †c․imfv bvB †mLv‡b _vbv m`‡i Aew ’¯Z wm‡bgvi Dci Ki| 
     (L) bvUK, w_‡qUvi I hvÎvi Dci K‡ii Ask we‡kl, hvnv wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ nq| 
4| iv¯Ív Av‡jvwKZKi‡Yi Dci avh©K…Z Ki| 
5| †emiKvixfv‡e Av‡qvwRZ †gjv, cÖ`kbx I we‡bv`bg~jK Abyôv‡bi Dci avh©K…Z wd| 
6| BDwbqb cwil‡`i wba©vwiZ LvZ Ges mswkøó Dc‡Rjvi AvIZv ewnf©~Z LvZ e¨ZxZ wewfbœ e¨emv, e„wË I †ckvi Dci cwil` KZ©„K 
cÖ` Ë jvB‡mÝ I cviwg‡Ui Dci avh©K…Z wd| 
7| cwil` KZ©„K c`Ë †mevi Dci avh©K…Z wdm BZ¨vw`| 
8| Dc‡Rjv GjvKvfz³ m¤úwË n Í¯všÍi eve` Av`vqK…Z †iwR‡÷ªkb wd‡mi 1% Ges Av`vqK…Z f~wg Dbœqb K‡ii 2% Ask| 
9| miKvi KZ©„K mg‡q mg‡q wb‡ ©`wkZ Ab¨ †Kvb Lv‡Zi Dci Av‡ivwcZ Ki, †iBU, †Uvj wdm ev Ab¨ †Kvb Drm nB‡Z AwR©Z Avq| 
 
 
 
 
 
 
cÂg Zdwmj 
(GB AvB‡bi Aax‡b Acivamg~n) 
 
1| Dc‡Rjv cwil` KZ©„K AvBbMZfv‡e avh©K…Z Ki, †Uvj, †iBU, wdm BZ¨vw` duvwK †`Iqv| 
2| GB AvBb, wewa ev cÖweav‡bi Aaxb †h mKj wel‡q Dc‡Rjv cwil` Z_¨ Pvwn‡Z cv‡i †mB mKj wel‡q Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i Zje 
Abyhvqx Z_¨ mieiv‡ni e¨_©Zv ev fzj Z_¨ mieivn| 
3| GB AvBb, wewa ev cÖweav‡bi weavb Abyhvqx †h Kv‡h©i Rb¨ jvB‡mÝ ev AbygwZ cÖ‡qvRb nq †m Kvh© webv jvB‡m‡Ý ev webv 
AbygwZ‡Z m¤úv`b| 
4| GB AvBb, wewa ev cÖweav‡bi weavbvejx jsNb ev Dnvi Aaxb RvixK…Z wb‡`©k ev †NvlYvi jsNb| 
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‡iwR÷vW© bs wW G-1 
 
              evsjv‡`k           †M‡RU 
 
 
AwZwi³ msL¨v 
KZ©„cÿ KZ©„K cÖKvwkZ 
 
e„n¯úwZevi, wW‡m¤^i 1, 2011 
 
evsjv‡`k RvZxq msm` 
 
XvKv, 1 wW‡m¤^i 2011/17 AMÖnvqY 1418 
 
 
msm` KZ©„K M„nxZ wb¤œwjwLZ AvBbwU 1 wW‡m¤^i 2011/17 AMÖnvqY 1418 Zvwi‡L ivóªcwZi m¤§wZjvf Kwiqv‡Q Ges GZØviv GB 
AvBbwU me©mvavi‡Yi AeMwZi Rb¨ cÖKvk Kiv hvB‡Z‡Q t- 
2011 m‡bi 21 bs AvBb 
Dc‡Rjv cwil` AvBb, 1998 Gi AwaKZi ms‡kvabK‡í cÖYxZ AvBb 
‡h‡n‡Zz wb¤œewY©Z D‡Ïk¨mg~n c~iYK‡í Dc‡Rjv cwil` AvBb, 1998 (1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb) Gi AwaKZi ms‡kvab mgxPxb I 
cÖ‡qvRbxq; 
‡m‡nZz GZ`Øiv wb¤œiƒc AvBb Kiv nBj t- 
1| mswÿß wk‡ivbvg I cÖeZ©b|- (1) GB AvBb Dc‡Rjv cwil` (ms‡kvab) AvBb, 2011 bv‡g AwfwnZ nB‡e| 
(3) Bnv Awej‡¤^ Kvh©Ki nB‡e| 
2| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 6 Gi ms‡kvab|- Dc‡Rjv cwil` AvBb, 1998 (1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb), AZtci D³ 
AvBb ewjqv DwjøwLZ, Gi aviv 6 Gi- 
(K) Dc-aviv (7) Gi cwie‡Z© wb¤œiƒc Dc-aviv (7) cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e, h_v t- 
Ò(7) †Kvb cwil‡`i †Pqvig¨vb I `yBRb fvBm †Pqvig¨vb GB wZbwU c‡`i g‡a¨ †h †Kvb GKwU c`mn kZKiv 75 fvM m`‡m¨i 
wbe©vPi AbywôZ nB‡j Ges wbe©vwPZ m`m¨M‡Yi bvg miKvwi †M‡R‡U cÖKvwkZ nB‡j, cwil`,GB AvB‡bi Ab¨vb¨ weavb mv‡c‡ÿ, 
h_vh_fv‡e MwVZ nBqv‡Q ewjqv we‡ewPZ nB‡e;Ó Ges  
(L) Dc-aviv (7) Gi ci wb¤œiƒc Dc-aviv (8) mwbœ‡ewkZ nB‡e, h_v t 
Ò(8) Dc-aviv (7) Gi weavb Abymv‡i cwil` h_vh_fv‡e MwVZ bv nIqv ch©šÍ A_ev aviv 14 Gi weavb Abymv‡i GKB mg‡q 
†Pqvig¨vb I y`BRb fvBm †Pqvig¨vb GB wZbwU c`B ïb¨ nB‡j ev _vwK‡j cwil‡`i hveZxq `vwqZ¡ miKvi KZ©„K wb‡qvwRZ e¨w³ ev 
KZ©„cÿ miKvi KZ©„K wba©vwiZ c×wZ‡Z cvjb Kwi‡e|Ó| 
3| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 8 Gi cÖwZ¯’vcb|- D³ AvBb Gi aviv 8 Gi cwie‡Z© wb¤œiƒc aviv 8 cÖwZ¯’vcb nB‡e, h_v t- 
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Ò8| ‡Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨v‡bi †hvM¨Zv I A‡hvM¨Zv|- (1) †Kvb e¨w³ Dc-aviv (2) Gi weavb mv‡c‡ÿ, †Pqvig¨vb I fvBm 
†Pqvig¨vb wbe©vwPZ nBevi †hvM¨ nB‡eb, hw` - 
(K) wZwb evsjv‡`‡ki bvMwiK nb; 
(L) Zuvnvi eqm cuwPk ermi c~Y© nq; Ges 
(M) wZwb aviv 19 G DwjøwLZ †fvUvi ZvwjKvf~³ nb| 
 
(2) †Kvb e¨w³ †Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨vb wbe©vwPZ nBevi Ges _vwKivi †hvM¨ nB‡eb bv, hw` wZwb- 
(K) evsjv‡`‡ki bvMwiKZ¡ cwiZ¨vM K‡ib ev nvivb; 
(L) †Kvb Dchy³ Av`vjZ KZ©„K AcÖK…wZ¯’ ewjqv †NvwlZ nb; 
(M) †`Dwjqv †NvwlZ nb Ges †`Dwjqv †NvwlZ nBevi ci `vq nB‡Z Ae¨vnwZ jvf bv Kwiqv _v‡Kb; 
(N) †Kvb •bwZK •LjbRwbZ †d․R`vwi Aciv‡a †`vlx mve¨ Í¯ nBqv Ab~¨b `yB ermi Kviv`‡Û `wÛZ nb Ges Zuvnvi gyw³ jv‡fi ci cuvP 
ermi AwZevwnZ bv nBqv _v‡K; 
(O) cÖRvZ‡š¿i ev cwil‡`i Ab¨ †Kvb ’¯vbxq KZ©„c‡ÿi †Kvb jvfRbK c‡` mve©ÿwYK AwawôZ _v‡Kb; 
(P) wZwb RvZxq msm‡` m`m¨ ev Ab¨ †Kvb ¯’vbxq KZ©„c‡ÿi †Pqvig¨vb ev m`m¨ nb ev _v‡Kb; 
(Q) †Kvb we‡`kx ivóª nB‡Z Aby`vb ev Znwej MÖnY K‡i GBiƒc †emiKvix ms ’¯vi cÖavb wbe©vnx c` nB‡Z c`Z¨vM ev Aemi MÖnY ev 
c`Pz¨wZi ci GK ermi AwZevwnZ nBqv _v‡Kb; 
(R) †Kvb mgevq mwgwZ Ges miKv‡ii g‡a¨ m¤úvw`Z Pzw³ e¨ZxZ, mswkøó Dc‡Rjv GjvKvq miKvi‡K cY¨ mieivn Kwievi Rb¨ ev 
miKvi KZ©„K M„nxZ †Kvb Pzw³i ev Í¯evqb ev †mev Kvh©µg m¤úv`‡bi Rb¨, Zuvnvi wbR bv‡g ev Zuvnvi Uªvw÷ wnmv‡e †Kvb e¨w³ ev 
e¨w³e‡M©i bv ev Zuvi myweav‡_© ev Zuvnvi Dcj‡ÿ ev †Kvb wn› y` †h․_ cwiev‡ii m`m¨ wnmv‡e Zuvnvi †Kvb Ask ev ¯^v_© Av‡Q GBiƒc 
Pzw³‡Z Ave× nBqv _v‡Kb; 
e¨vL¨v|- Dcwi-D³ `dv (R) Gi DwjøwLZ A‡hvM¨Zv †Kvb e¨w³i †ÿ‡Î cÖ‡hvR¨ nB‡e bv †hB †ÿ‡Î- 
(A) Pzw³‡Z Ask ev ¯^v_© Zuvnvi DËivwaKvim~‡Î ev DBjm~‡Î cÖvcK, wbe©vnK ev e¨e ’¯vcK wnmv‡e n Í¯všÍwiZ nq, hw` bv Dnv n Í¯všÍwiZ 
nBevi ci Qq gvm AwZevwnZ nq; A_ev 
(Av) †Kv¤úvbx AvBb, 1994 (1994 m‡bi 18 bs AvBb) G msÁvwqZ †Kvb cvewjK †Kv¤úvwbi Øviv ev c‡ÿ Pzw³wU m¤úvw`Z nBqv‡Q 
hvnvi wZwb GKRb †kqvi‡nvìvi gvÎ, Z‡e Dnvi Aaxb wZwb †Kvb jvfRbK c‡` AwawôZ cwiPvjKI b‡nb g¨v‡bwRs GR›UI b‡nb; 
A_ev 
(B) wZwb †Kvb †h․_ wn›`y cwiev‡ii m`m¨ wnmv‡e Pzw³wU‡Z Zuvnvi Ask ev ¯^v_© bvB GBiƒc †Kvb ¯^Zš¿ e¨emv cwiPvjbvKv‡j cwiev‡ii 
Ab¨ †Kvb m`m¨ KZ©„K Pzw³ m¤úvw`Z nBqv _v‡K; 
(S) Zvnvi cwiev‡ii †Kvb m`m¨ mswkøó Dc‡Rjvi Kvh© m¤úv`v‡b ev gvjvgvj mieiv‡ni Rb¨ wVKv`vi wbhy³ nb ev Bnvi Rb¨ wbhy³ 
wVKv`vix cÖwZôv‡bi Askx`vi nb ev Dc‡Rjvi †Kvb wel‡q Zuvnvi †Kvb cÖKvi Avw_©K ¯^v_© _v‡K; 
e¨vL¨v|- `dv (S) Gi D‡Ïk¨ mvabK‡í ÒcwieviÓ A‡_© mswkøó e¨w³i Dci wbf©ikxj Zvnvi wcZv, gvZv, fvB, †evb, ¿¯x, cyÎ I 
Kb¨v‡K eySvB‡e| 
(T) g‡bvbqbcÎ Rgv †`Iqvi Zvwi‡L †Kvb e¨vsK ev Avw_©K cÖwZôb nB‡Z M„nxZ †Kvb FY †gqv‡`vËxY© Ae¯’vq Abv`vqx iv‡Lb t 
Z‡e kZ© _v‡K †h, †Kvb e¨vsK ev Avw_©K cÖwZôb nB‡Z M„nxZ wbR¯^ emev‡mi wbwgË M„n-wbg©vY A_ev ÿ`ª K…wl FY Bnvi AvIZvfz³ 
nB‡e bv; 
(U) Ggb †Kvb †Kv¤úvwbi cwiPvjK ev dv‡g©i Askx`vi nb hvnvi †Kvb e¨vsK ev Avw_©K cÖwZôvb nB‡Z M„nxZ †Kvb FY ev Dnvi †Kvb 
wKw¯Í, g‡bvbqbcÎ Rgv †`Iqvi Zvwi‡L cwi‡kv‡a †Ljvcx nBqv‡Qb; 
e¨vL¨v|- Dcwi-D³ `dv (T) I (U) Gi D‡Ïk¨ mvabK‡í Ò‡LivcxÓ A_© FY MÖnxZv QvovI whwb ev huvnv‡`i ¯^v_© mswkøó †Kv¤úvbx ev 
dvg© Banker‘s Book of Account G FY †Ljvcx wnmv‡e wPwýZ Av‡Q Zuvnv‡`i‡KI eySvB‡e|  
(V) cwil‡`i wbKU nB‡Z †Kvb FY MÖnY K‡ib Ges Zvnv Abv`vqx _v‡K;  
(W) miKvi KZ©„K wb‡qvMK…Z wbixÿ‡Ki cÖwZ‡e`b Abyhvqx wba©vwiZ `vqK…Z A_© cwil`‡K cwi‡kva bv Kwiqv _v‡Kb;  
(X) †Kvb miKvwi ev Avav-miKvwi `ßi, †Kvb mswewae× miKvwi KZ©„cÿ, ¯^vqËkvwmZ ms ’¯v, ’¯vbxq KZ©„cÿ, mgevq mwgwZ ev 
cÖwZiÿv Kg© wefv‡Mi PvKzix nB‡Z •bwZK öjb, `ybx©wZ, Am`vPib BZ¨vw` Aciv‡a †`vlx mve¨ Í¯ nBqv PvKzixPz¨Z, AcmvwiZ ev 
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eva¨ZvgyjK AemicÖvß nBqv‡Qb Ges Zuvnvi GBiƒc PvKzixPz¨wZ, Acmvib ev eva¨Zvg~jK Aem‡ii ci cuvP ermi Kvj AwZµvšÍ bv 
nBqv _v‡K; 
(Y) Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i Znwej Zmiæ‡di Kvi‡Y `ÛcÖvß nb; 
(Z) weMZ cuvP erm‡ii g‡a¨ †h †Kvb mg‡q `Ûwewai aviv 189, 192, 213, 332, 333 I 353 Gi Aaxb †`vlx mve¨ Í¯ nBqv 
mvRvcªvß nb; 
 
 
 
(_) RvZxq ev AvšÍR©vwZK Av`vjZ UªvBey¨bvj KZ©„K hy×vcivax wnmv‡e †`vlx mve¨ Í¯ nb; 
(`) †Kvb Av`vjZ KZ©„K †divix Avmvgx wnmv‡e †NvwlZ nb| 
(3) cÖ‡Z¨K Dc‡Rjv cwil` †Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨vb cÖv_©x g‡bvbqbcÎ `vwL‡ji mgq GB g‡g© GKwU njdbvgv `vwLj 
Kwi‡eb †h, Dc-aviv (2) Gi Aaxb wZwb Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i †Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨vb wbe©vP‡bi A‡hvM¨ b‡nb|Ó| 
 
4| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 9 Gi ms‡kvab|- D³ AvBb Gi aviv 9 Gi Dc-aviv (2) Gi cwie‡Z© wb¤œiƒc Dc-aviv (2) 
cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e, h_v t- 
Ò(2) †Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`m¨ wnmv‡e wbe©vwPZ e¨w³M‡Yi bvg miKvwi †M‡R‡U cÖKvwkZ nIqvi 30 (wÎk) w`‡bi 
g‡a¨ †Pqvig¨vbmn mKj m`‡m¨i kc_ MÖnY ev †NvlYvi Rb¨ miKvi ev Z`KZ©„K wba©vwiZ KZ©„cÿ cÖ‡qvRbxq e¨e ’¯v MÖnY Kwi‡eb t 
Z‡e kZ© _v‡K †h, h_vh_ Kvib we`¨gvb _vKvi †ÿ‡Î miKvi ev Z`KZ©„K wba©vwiZ KZ©„cÿ DwjøwLZ †gqv` AwZevwnZ nBevi ci 
†gqv` ewa©Z Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e, Z‡e GBiƒc ewa©Z †gqv` DwjøwLZ †M‡RU weÁwß cÖKvwkZ nIqvi ZvwiL nB‡Z †Kvbµ‡gB beŸB w`b 
AwZµg Kwi‡e bv|Ó| 
 
5| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 13 Gi cÖwZ¯’vcb|- D³ AvBb Gi aviv 13 Gi cwie‡Z© wb¤œiƒc aviv 13 cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e, 
h_v t 
Ò13| †Pqvig¨vb BZ¨vw`i Acmvib|- (1) †Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`m¨mn ‡h †Kvb m`m¨ Zuvnvi ¯^xq c` nB‡Z 
Acmvib‡hvM¨ nB‡eb, hw` wZwb- 
(K) hyw³m½Z Kvib e¨wZ‡i‡K cwil‡`i ci ci wZbwU mfvq Abycw¯’Z _v‡Kb; 
(L) cwil` ev iv‡óªi ¯^v‡_©i nvwbKi †Kvb Kvh©Kjv‡c RwoZ _v‡Kb A_ev •bwZK öjbRwbZ Aciv‡a Av`vjZ KZ©„K `ÛcÖvß nb; 
(M) Am`vPib, y`bx©wZ ev ÿgZvi Ace¨env‡ii `v‡q †`vlx mve¨ Í¯ nb A_ev cwil‡`i †Kvb A_© ev m¤úwËi ÿwZ mvab ev Dnvi 
AvZ¥mv‡Zi ev AccÖ‡qv‡Mi Rb¨ `vqx nb; 
(N) Zuvnvi `vwqZ¡ cvjb Kwi‡Z A¯^xKvi K‡ib A_ev kvixwiK ev gvbwmK Amvg‡_©i Kvi‡Y Zuvnvi `vwqZ¡ cvj‡b Aÿg nb; 
(O) wbe©vP‡bi ci aviv 8 (2) Abyhvqx wbe©vP‡bi A‡hvM¨ wQ‡jb g‡g© cÖgvwbZ nb; 
(P) evwl©K 12 (evi) wU gvwmK mfvi g‡a¨ b~¨bZg 9 (bq) wU mfvq MÖnY‡hvM¨ Kvib e¨wZ‡i‡K †hvM`vb Kwi‡Z †hvM`vb Kwi‡Z e¨_© 
nb; 
[e¨vL¨v|- (A) GB Dc-avivq ewY©Z ÔAm`vPibÕ ewj‡Z ÿgZvi Ace¨envi, aviv 10 Abyhvqx m¤úwË m¤úwK©Z †NvlYv cÖ`vb bv Kiv 
wKsev AmZ¨ njdbvgv `vwLj Kiv, AvBb I wewai cwicš’x Kvh© Kjvc, `yb©xwZ, Am`ycv‡q e¨w³MZ myweav MÖnY, cÿcvwZZ¡, ¯^RbcÖxwZ, 
B”QvK…Z Ackvmb, BZ¨vw` eySvB‡e| 
(Av) GB Dc-avivq ewY©Z Ò‣bwZK öjbRwbZ AcivaÓ ewj‡Z `Ûwewa‡Z msÁvwqZ Puv`vevwR, Pzwi, `my¨Zv, WvKvwZ, wQbZvB, m¤úwË 
AvZ¥mvr, wek¦vm fsM, al©Y, nZ¨v, Lyb Ges Prevention of Corruption Act, 1947 (Act. II of 1947) G ms½vwqZ 
ÒCriminal misconduct‖ BZ¨vw` eySvB‡e|] 
(2) miKvi, miKvwi †M‡RU cÖ½vcb Øviv Dc-aviv (1) G ewY©Z Kvi‡Y †Pqvig¨vb ev fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`m¨   ev †h †Kvb 
m`m¨‡K Acmvib Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e t 
Z‡e kZ© _v‡K †h, Acmvi‡bi wm×všÍ PzovšÍ Kwievi c~‡e©, wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ c×wZ‡Z, Z`šÍ Kwi‡Z I Awfhy³‡K AvZ¥cÿmg_©‡bi 
my‡hvM w`‡Z nB‡e| 
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(3)GKRb †Pqvig¨vb ev fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`m¨ ev †h †Kvb m`m¨ Dc-aviv (2) Abymv‡i miKvi KZ©„K Av‡`k cÖ`v‡bi ci 
ZvrÿwYKfv‡e AcmvwiZ nB‡eb| 
(4) †Pqvig¨vb ev fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`m¨ ev †h †Kvb m`m¨‡K Dc-aviv (2) Abyhvqx Zuvnvi c` nB‡Z Acmvib Kiv nB‡j, 
D³ AcmviY Av‡`‡ki ZvwiL nB‡Z wÎk w`‡bi g‡a¨ wZwb miKv‡ii wbKU D³ Av‡`k cybwe‡ePbvi Rb¨ Av‡e`b Kwi‡Z cvwi‡eb| 
(5) Dc-aviv (4) Gi Aaxb cybwe‡ePbvi Rb¨ Av‡e`b Kiv nB‡j Dnv wb®úwË bv nIqv ch©šÍ Dc-aviv (2) G c`Ë Acmvib 
Av‡`kwU ’¯wMZ ivwL‡Z cvwi‡eb Ges Av‡e`bKvix‡K e³e¨ Dc ’¯vc‡bi my‡hvM cÖ`v‡bi ci D³ Av‡`kwU cwieZ©b, evwZj ev envj 
ivwL‡Z cvwi‡eb| 
 
(6) Dc-avi (5) Gi Aaxb miKvi KZ©„K cÖ`Ë Av‡`k P~ovšÍ ewjqv MY¨ nB‡e|   
(7) GB AvB‡bi Ab¨vb¨ weav‡b hvnv wKQzB _vKzK bv †Kb, GB aviv Abyhvqx AcmvwiZ ‡Kvb e¨w³ †Kvb c‡` Aewkó †gqv‡`i 
Rb¨ wbe©vwPZ nBevi †hvM¨ nB‡eb bv|Ó| 
 
6| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 13 Gi ci b~Zb aviv 13K, 13L I 13M Gi mwbœ‡ek|- D³ AvBb Gi aviv 13 Gi ci 
wb¤œiƒc bZzb aviv 13K, 13L I 13M mwbœ‡ek nB‡e, h_vt- 
Ò13K| Abv ’¯v cÖ¯Íve|- (1) G AvB‡bi †Kvb weavb jsNb ev ¸iæZi Am`vPi‡bi Awf‡hv‡M ev kvixwiK ev gvbwmK Amvg‡_©¨i Kvi‡Y 
cwil‡`i †Pqvig¨vb ev fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`m¨ ev †h †Kvb m`‡m¨i weiƒ‡× Abv ’¯v cÖ¯Íve Avbqb Kiv hvB‡e| 
(2) Dc-aviv (1)- Abyhvqx Abv ’¯v cÖ¯ Íve cwil‡`i Pvi-cÂgvsk m`‡m¨i ¯^vÿ‡i wjwLZfv‡e mswkøó wefvMxq Kwgkbv‡ii wbKU `vwLj 
Kwi‡Z nB‡e| 
(3) Abv ’¯v cÖ¯ Íve cÖvwßi ci wefvMxq Kwgkbvi Awf‡hv‡Mi welq m¤ú‡K© Z`šÍ Kwievi D‡Ï‡k¨ c‡bi Kvh©w`e‡mi g‡a¨ AwZwi³ 
wefvMxq Kwgkbvi‡K Z`šÍ Kg©KZ©v wb‡qvM Kwi‡eb Ges D³ Kg©KZ©v Awf‡hvMmg~‡ni wel‡q e³e¨ cÖ` v‡bi Rb¨ `k Kvh©w`e‡mi mgq 
cÖ` vb Kwiqv Awfhy³ †Pqvig¨vb ev fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`m¨ ev Ab¨ †Kvb m`m¨‡K KviY `k©v‡bvi †bvwUk w`‡eb| 
(4) Dc-aviv (3) Gi Aaxb cÖ`Ë KviY `k©v‡bvi Reve m‡šÍvlRbK we‡ewPZ bv nB‡j Z`šÍ Kg©KZ©v Reve cÖvwßi AbwaK wÎk 
Kvh©w`e‡mi g‡a¨ Abv ’¯v cÖ Í¯v‡e ‡h mKj Awf‡hv‡Mi eY©bv Kiv nBqv‡Q, †m mKj Awf‡hvM Z`šÍ Kwi‡eb| 
(5) Dc-aviv (4) Abyhvqx Z`šÍ Kwievi ci mswkøó Awf‡hv‡Mi mZ¨Zv cÖgvwbZ nB‡j Z`šÍ Kg©KZ©v AbwaK c‡bi Kvh©w`e‡mi g‡a¨ 
Awfhy³ †Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`m¨ ev Ab¨ †Kvb m`m¨mn †fvUvwaKvi m¤úbœ mswkøó mKj m`‡m¨i wbKU mfvi †bvwUk 
†cÖiY wbwðZKiYc~e©K cwil‡`i we‡kl mfv Avnevb Kwi‡eb| 
(6) †Pvig¨v‡bi weiæ‡× Abv¯’v cÖ¯ Ív‡ei †ÿ‡Î c¨v‡bj †Pqvig¨vb (µgvbymv‡i) Ges †Kvb fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`‡m¨i weiæ‡× 
Abv¯’v cÖ¯Ív‡ei †ÿ‡Î cwil‡`i †Pqvig¨vb mfvq mfvcwZZ¡ Kwi‡eb t 
Z‡e kZ© _v‡K †h, †Pqvig¨vb ev c¨v‡bj †Pqvig¨v‡bi Abycw¯’wZ‡Z Dcw¯’Z m`m¨M‡Yi ga¨ nB‡Z †h †Kvb GKRb m`m¨‡K HKg‡Z¨i 
wfwË‡Z mfvcwZ wbe©vwPZ Kiv hvB‡e| 
(7)Dc-aviv (3) Abyhvqx wbhy³ Z`šÍ Kg©KZ©v mfvq GKRb ch©‡eÿK wnmv‡e Dcw¯’Z _vwK‡eb| 
(8) cwil‡`i †gvU m`m¨ msL¨vi Pvi-cÂgvsk m`m¨ mgš^‡q mfvi †Kvivg MwVZ nB‡e| 
(9) Dc-aviv (1) Gi D‡Ï‡k¨ AvûZ mfv †Kvivg ev wbqš¿b ewnf~©Z †Kvb KviY e¨wZ‡i‡K ’¯wMZ Kiv hvB‡e bv Ges mfv Avi¤¢ nBevi 
wZb N›Uvi g‡a¨ Db¥y³ Av‡jvPbvi gva¨‡g wm×všÍ MÖnY m¤¢e bv nB‡j Abv¯’v cÖ¯ÍvewUi Dci †Mvcb e¨vj‡Ui gva¨‡g †fvU MÖnY Kwi‡Z 
nB‡e| 
(10) mfvi mfvcwZ Abv ’¯v cÖ¯ Ív‡ei c‡ÿ ev wec‡ÿ †Kvb cÖKvk¨ gZvgZ cÖKvk Kwi‡eb bv, Z‡e wZwb e¨vj‡Ui gva¨‡g Dc-aviv (9) 
Abyhvqx †fvU cÖ`vb Kwi‡Z cvwi‡eb, wKš‘ wZwb wbY©vqK ev wØZxq †fvU cÖ` vb Kwi‡Z cvwi‡eb bv| 
(11) Abv¯’v cÖ¯ÍvewU cwil‡`i Kgc‡ÿ Pvi-cÂgvsk m`m¨ KZ©„K †fv‡U M„nxZ nB‡Z nB‡e| 
(12) Dc-aviv (3) Abyhvqx wbhy³ Z`šÍ Kg©KZ©v mfv †kl nBevi ci Abv ’¯v cÖ¯ Ív‡ei Kwc, e¨vjU †ccvi, †fv‡Ui djvdjmn mfvi 
Kvh©weeiYx cÖ ‘¯Z Kwiqv Avbylw½K KvMRcÎ miKv‡ii wbKU †cÖiY Kwi‡eb| 
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(13) miKvi Dchy³ we‡ePbv Kwi‡j Abv¯’v cÖ¯ Íve Aby‡gv`b A_ev Abby‡gv`b Kwi‡e| GB †ÿ‡Î miKv‡ii wm×všÍ PzovšÍ ewjqv MY¨ 
nB‡e Ges miKvi KZ©„K Abv¯’v cÖ¯ ÍvewU Aby‡gvw`Z nB‡j mswkøó †Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb, gwnjv m`m¨ ev Ab¨ †Kvb m`‡m¨i 
AvmbwU miKvi †M‡RU cÖÁvcb Øviv k~b¨ ewjqv †NvlYv Kwi‡e| 
(14) Abv ’¯v cÖ¯ ÍvewU cÖ‡qvRbxq msL¨K †fv‡U M„nxZ bv nB‡j A_ev †Kviv‡gi Afv‡e mfv AbywôZ bv nB‡j D³ Zvwi‡Li ci Qq gvm 
AwZµg bv nIqv ch©šÍ mswkøó †Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb, gwnjv m`‡m¨i weiæ‡× Abyiƒc †Kvb Abv ’¯v cÖ¯Íve Avbqb Kiv hvB‡e bv| 
(15) cwil‡`i †Kvb †Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`m¨ ev Ab¨ †Kvb m`m¨ `vwqZ¡fvi MÖn‡Yi Qq gv‡mi g‡a¨ Zvnvi weiæ‡× 
Abv¯’v cÖ¯Íve Avbqb Kiv hvB‡e bv|  
 
 
13L| †Pqvig¨vb ev fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`m¨M‡Yi ev Ab¨vb¨ m`m¨M‡Yi mvgwqK eiLv Í¯ KiY|- (1) †hB †ÿ‡Î †Kvb 
cwil‡`i †Pqvig¨vb ev fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`‡m¨i weiæ‡× Øviv 13 Abymv‡i Acmvi‡bi Rb¨ Kvh©µg Avi¤¢ Kiv nBqv‡Q A_ev 
Dchy³ Av`vjZ KZ©„K †Kvb †d․R`vwi gvgjvq Awf‡hvMcÎ M„nxZ nBqv‡Q †mB †ÿ‡Î miKv‡ii we‡ePbvq  D³ †Pqvig¨vb ev fvBm 
†Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`m¨ ev Ab¨ †Kvb m`m¨ KZ©„K ÿgZv cÖ‡qvM Rb¯^v‡_©i cwicš’x nB‡j, miKvi wjwLZ Av‡`‡ki gva¨‡g 
†Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb, ev gwnjv m`m¨ ev Ab¨ †Kvb m`m¨‡K mvgwqKfv‡e eiLv¯Í Kwi‡Z cvi‡e| 
(2) Dc-aviv (1) Gi Aaxb †Pqvg¨vb‡K mvgwqKfv‡e eiLv‡ Í¯i Av‡`k cÖ`vb Kiv nB‡j Av‡`k cÖvwßi wZb w`‡bi g‡a¨ mswkøó 
†Pqvig¨vb aviv 15 Gi weavbg‡Z wbe©vwPZ c¨v‡bj †Pqvg¨v‡bi wbKU `vwqZ¡ n¯ÍvšÍi Kwi‡eb Ges D³ c¨v‡bj †Pqvig¨vb mvgwqK 
eiLv Í¯K…Z †Pqvig¨v‡bi weiæ‡× AvbxZ Kvh©µg †kl bv nIqv ch©šÍ A_ev †Pqvig¨vb AcmvwiZ nB‡j Zuvnvi ¯’‡j bZzb †Pqvig¨vb 
wbe©vwPZ bv nIqv ch©šÍ `vwqZ¡ cvjb Kwi‡eb|  
(3) Dc-aviv (1) Gi Aaxb Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i †Kvb fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`m¨‡K mvgwqKfv‡e eiLv‡ Í¯i Av‡`k cÖ`vb Kiv 
nB‡j D³ fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`‡m¨i weiæ‡× AvbxZ Kvh©µg †kl bv nIqv ch©šÍ A_ev D³ fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`m¨ 
AcmvwiZ nB‡j Zuvnvi ’¯‡j bZzb fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`m¨ wbe©vwPZ bv nIqv ch©šÍ cwil‡`i wm×všÍµ‡g Aci GKRb fvBm 
†Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`m¨ D³ `vwqZ¡ cvjb Kwi‡eb| 
13M| m`m¨c` cybe©nvj|- Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i †Kvb wbe©vwPZ †Pqvig¨vb ev fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev gwnjv m`m¨ ev Ab¨ †Kvb m`m¨ GB 
AvB‡bi weavb Abyhvqx AcmvwiZ nBqv m`m¨c` nvivBevi ci miKvi KZ©„K cybwe©‡ePbvi ci D³iƒc Acmvib Av‡`k, evwZj ev 
cÖZ¨vnvi nB‡j, Zuvnvi m`m¨c` cybe©nvj nB‡e Ges wZwb Aewkó †gqv‡`i Rb¨ ¯^c‡` cybe©nvj nB‡eb|Ó| 
 
7| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 14 Gi cÖwZ¯’vcb|- D³ AvB‡bi aviv 14 Gi cwie‡Z© wb¤œiƒc aviv 14 cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e, h_v 
t- 
Ò14| †Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb I gwnjv m`m¨ I m`m¨ c` k~b¨ nIqv, BZ¨vw`|- 
(1) †Pqvig¨vb, fvBm †Pqvig¨vb I †Kvb gwnjv m`‡m¨i c` k~b¨ nB‡e, hw` wZwb- 
(K) aviv 9 (2) G wba©vwiZ ev ewa©Z mgqmxgvi g‡a¨ D³ avivq wba©vwiZ kc_ MÖnY ev †NvlYv Kwi‡Z e¨_© nb; ev  
(L) aviv 8 Gi Aaxb Zuvnvi c‡` _vKvi A‡hvM¨ nBqv hvb; ev 
(M) aviv 12 Gi Aaxb Zuvnvi c` Z¨vM K‡ib; ev 
(N) aviv 13 Gi Aaxb Zuvnvi c` nB‡Z AcmvwiZ nb; ev 
(O) aviv 13K Abyhvqx Zuvnvi weiæ‡× miKvi KZ©„K Abv ’¯v cÖ¯Íve Aby‡gv`b Kiv nq; ev  
(P) g„Zz¨eiY K‡ib| 
(2) †Kvb e¨w³ hw` BDwbqb cwil` ev †c․i cÖwZwbwa ev gwnjv m`m¨ nb, Ges mswkøó BDwbqb cwil` ev †c․imfvi †Pqvig¨vb ev 
†gqi ev m`m¨ ev KvDwÝji bv _v‡Kb Zvnv nB‡j cwil‡` Zvnvi m`m¨ c` k~b¨ nB‡e|Ó| 
 
8| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 16 Gi cÖwZ¯’vcb|- D³ AvBb Gi aviv 16 Gi cwie‡Z© wb¤œiƒc aviv 16 cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e, 
h_v t- 
Ò16| AvKw¯§K c`k~b¨Zv c~iY|- cwil‡`i †gqv` †kl nBevi Zvwi‡Li- 
(K) GKkZ Avwk w`b ev Z`‡cÿv †ewk mgq c~‡e© †Pqvig¨vb Ges fvBm †Pqvig¨v‡bi c` k~b¨ nB‡j; ev 
(L)  GKkZ wek w`b ev Z`‡cÿv †ekx mgq c~‡e© †Kvb gwnjv m`‡m¨i c` k~b¨ nB‡j, 
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D³ c`wU k~b¨ nIqvi beŸB w`‡bi g‡a¨ wewa Abyhvqx AbywôZ wbe©vP‡bi gva¨‡g D³ ïb¨ c` c~iY Kwi‡Z nB‡e Ges whwb D³ c‡` 
wbe©vwPZ nB‡eb wZwb cwil‡`i Aewkó †gqv‡`i Rb¨ D³ c‡` envj _vwK‡eb|Ó| 
 
9| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 20 Gi ms‡kvab|- D³ AvBb Gi aviv 20 Gi- 
(K) Dc-aviv (1) G DwjøwLZ Òwbe©vPb Abyôvb I cwiPvjbv Kwi‡eÓ kã¸wji cwie‡Z© Òwbe©vPb cwiPvjbv Kwi‡eÓ kã¸wj cÖwZ¯’vwcZ 
nB‡e; 
(L) Dc-aviv (2) ‡Z DwjøwLZ ÒmiKviÓ k‡ãi cwie‡Z© Òwbe©vPb KwgkbÓ kã cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e; 
(M) Dc-aviv (2) (K) †Z DwjøwLZ ÒmnKvix AwdmviÓ kã¸wji cwie‡Z© ÒmnKvix wiUvwbs AwdmviÓ kã¸wj cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e; Ges 
(N) Dc-aviv (2) Gi `dv (M) Gi cwie‡Z© wb¤œiƒc `dv (M) cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e, h_v t 
 
 
 
Ò(M) cÖv_©x g‡bvbqb, g‡bvbq‡bi †ÿ‡Î njdbvgv `vwLj, g‡bvbq‡bi †ÿ‡Î AvcwË Ges g‡bvbqbcÎ evQvB;Ó| 
 
10| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 24 Gi ms‡kvab|- D³ AvBb Gi aviv 24 Gi- 
(K) Dc-aviv (1) Gi cwie‡Z© wb¤œiƒc Dc-aviv (1) cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e, h_v t- 
Ò(1) G AvBb A_ev AvcvZZt ejer Ab¨ †Kvb AvB‡b hvnv wKQzB _vKzK bv †Kb, miKvi, Dc-aviv (3) Abyhvqx MwVZ KwgwUi 
civgk©µ‡g,- 
(K) cwil‡` b¨ Í¯ †Kvb cÖwZôvb ev Kg© miKv‡ii e¨e ’¯vcbvq I wbqš¿‡b; Ges  
(L) Z…Zxq Zdwm‡j ewY©Z ev Z…Zxq Zdwm‡i ewnf~©Z Ges miKvi KZ©„K mswkøó Dc‡Rjv GjvKvq cwiPvwjZ †Kvb cÖwZôvb ev Kg©, D³ 
cÖwZôvb ev K‡g©i mwnZ mswkøó Kg©KZ©v Kg©PvixMY Ges AvbylswMK welqvw` cwil‡`i e¨e ’¯vcbvq I wbqš¿‡Y, n Í¯všÍi Kwievi wb‡ ©`k 
w`‡Z cvwi‡e|Ó| 
(L) Dc-aviv (2) G DwjøwLZ Òcwil`Ó kãwUi cwie‡Z© Ò‡Pqvig¨vbÓ kãwU cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e| 
 
11| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 26 Gi ms‡kvab|- D³ AvBb Gi aviv 26 Gi Dc-aviv (2) Gi cwie‡Z© wb¤œiƒc Dc-aviv 
(2) cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e, h_v t 
(2) G AvBb ev Z`axb cÖYxZ wewa‡Z wfbœiƒc weavb bv _vwK‡j cwil‡`i wbe©vnx ÿgZv †Pqvig¨v‡bi Dci b¨¯Í nB‡e t 
Z‡e kZ© _v‡K †h. cwil` Bnvi mKj ev †h †Kvb wbe©vnx ÿgZv cÖ‡qvM Kwievi Rb¨ †Kvb fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev m`m¨ ev †Kvb Kg©KZ©v‡K 
ÿgZv cÖ`vb Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
 
12| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 29 Gi ms‡kvab|- D³ AvBb Gi aviv 29 Gi cwie‡Z© wb¤œiƒc aviv 29 cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e, 
h_v t- 
 
29| KwgwU MVb BZ¨vw`|- (1) cwil` Dnvi Kvh©vejx myPviæiƒ‡c m¤úv`b Kwievi Rb¨ cwil` MwVZ nBevi ci fvBm †Pqvig¨vb ev 
m`m¨ ev gwnjv m`m¨MY mgš^‡q wb¤œewY©Z welqvw`i cÖ‡Z¨KwU m¤ú‡K© GKwU Kwiqv KwgwU MVb Kwi‡e, hvnvi †gqv` m‡e©v”P y`B ermi 
Qq gvm nB‡e, h_vt- 
(K) AvBb-k„•Ljv; 
(L) †hvMvhvM I †f․Z AeKvVv‡gv Dbœqb; 
(M) K…wl I †mP; 
(N) gva¨wgK I gv ª`vmv wkÿv; 
(O) cÖv_wgK I MYwkÿv; 
(P) ¯^v ’¯¨ I cwievi Kj¨vY; 
(Q) hye I µxov Dbœqb; 
(R) gwnjv I wkï Dbœqb; 
(S) mgvRKj¨vY; 
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(T) gyw³‡hv×v; 
(U) grm I cÖvwYm¤ú`; 
(V) cjøx Dbœqb I mgevq; 
(W) ms¯‥…wZ; 
(X) cwi‡ek I eb; 
(Y) evRvi g~j¨ ch©‡eÿY, gwbUwis I wbqš¿Y; 
(Z) A_©, ev‡RU, cwiKíbv I ’¯vbxq m¤ú` AvniY; 
(_) Rb¯^v ’¯¨, m¨vwb‡Ukb I weï× cvwb mieivn| 
(2)cwil‡`i fvBm †Pqvig¨v‡bi ga¨ n‡Z KwgwUi mfvcwZ wbe©vwPZ n‡eb| 
(3) mswkøó wefv‡Mi Dc‡Rjv Awdmvi GB avivi Aaxb MwVZ KwgwUi m`m¨-mwPe nB‡eb Ges cwil‡` n Í¯všÍwiZ bq Ggb welq 
m¤úwK©Z KwgwUi m`m¨-mwPe wnmv‡e GKRb Kg©KZ©v‡K Dc‡Rjv cwil` wba©viY Kwi‡e| 
(4) KwgwU Ab~¨b 5 (cuvP) Rb Ges Ab~aŸ© 7 (mvZ) Rb m`m¨ mgš^‡q MwVZ nB‡e Ges KwgwU, cÖ‡qvRb‡ev‡a mswkøó wel‡q AwfÁ 
†Kvb e¨w³‡K m`m¨ wnmv‡e AšÍf~©³ (Co-opt) Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e|   
 
(5) KwgwUi mfvq wm×všÍ MÖn‡Yi †ÿ‡Î KwgwU‡Z AšÍf~©³ m`m¨ (Co-opt member) Ges m`m¨-mwP‡ei †Kvb †fvUvwaKvi _vwK‡e 
bv| 
(6) cÖ‡Z¨K KwgwUi mfv cÖwZ `yB gv‡m Aby¨b GKevi AbywôZ nB‡e| 
(7) wb¤œwjwLZ Kvi‡Y cwil` †Kvb KwgwU fvw½qv w`‡Z cvwi‡e, h_vt 
(K) Dc-aviv (6) Abyhvqx wbqwgZ mfv Abyôv‡b e¨_© nB‡j; Ges  
(L) GB AvBb ev Z &`axb cÖYxZ wewai weavb ewnf©~Z †Kvb wm×všÍ MÖnY Kwi‡j ev KvR Kwi‡j| 
13| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 30 Gi ms‡kvab|- D³ AvBb Gi aviv 30 Gi Dc-aviv (2) †Z DwjøwLZ Òcwil‡`i 
†Pqvig¨vbÓ kã¸wji cwie‡Z© Òcwil‡`i mfvq †Pqvig¨vbÓ kã¸wj cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e| 
14| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 33 Gi ms‡kvab|- D³ AvBb Gi aviv 33 Gi cwie‡Z© wb¤œiƒc aviv 33 cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e, 
h_v t- 
 
Ò33| cwil‡`i g~L¨ wbe©vnx Kg©KZ©v|- (1) Dc‡Rjv wbe©vnx Awdmvi cwil‡`i g~L¨ wbe©vnx Kg©KZ©v nB‡eb Ges wZwb cwil`‡K mvwPweK 
mnvqZv cÖ`vb Kwi‡eb| 
(2) cwil‡`i wm×všÍ ev¯Íevqb, Avw_©K k„sLjv cÖwZcvjb Ges wewa Øviv wba©vwiZ Ab¨vb¨ Kvh©vejx cwil‡`i g~L¨ wbe©vnx Kg©KZ©v m¤úv`b 
Kwi‡eb|Ó| 
15| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 34 Gi ms‡kvab|- D³ AvBb Gi aviv 34 Gi Dc-aviv (2) Gi ci wb¤œiƒc bZzb Dc-aviv 
(3) ms‡hvwRZ nB‡e, h_v t- 
Ò(3) Dc-aviv (1) I (2) G hvnv wKQzB _vKzK bv †Kb, cÖ‡Z¨K Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i GKRb mnKvix wnmveiÿY Kg©KZ©v _vwK‡eb, whwb 
miKvi ev miKvi KZ©„K wba©vwiZ †Kvb KZ©„c‡ÿi gva¨‡g wbhy³ nB‡eb|Ó 
16| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 41 Gi ms‡kvab|- D³ AvBb Gi aviv 41 Gi Dc-aviv (2) Gi `dv (M) Gi cwie‡Z© 
wb¤œiƒc `dv (M) cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e, h_v t- 
Ò(M) miKv‡ii c~e©vby‡gv`bµ‡g `vb, weµq, eÜK, BRviv ev wewbg‡qi gva¨‡g ev Ab¨ †Kvb cš’vq †h †Kvb m¤úwË AR©b ev n Í¯všÍi 
Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e|Ó| 
17| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 51 Gi ms‡kvab|- D³ AvBb Gi aviv 51 Gi Dc-aviv (2) †Z DwjøwLZ ÒmiKvi Av‡e`bÓ 
kã¸wji cwie‡Z© ÒmiKv‡ii wbKU Av‡e`bÓ kã¸wj cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e| 
18| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 63 Gi ms‡kvab|- D³ AvBb Gi aviv 63 Gi Dc-aviv (2) Gi- 
(K) `dv (K) I (L) wejyß nB‡e; Ges 
(L) Dc-aviv (2) Gi ci wb¤œiƒc bZzb Dc-aviv ms‡hvwRZ nB‡e, h_vt- 
Ò(3) wbe©vPb Kwgkb wb¤œewY©Z wel‡q miKvwi †M‡R‡U cÖÁvcb Øviv, wewa cÖYqb Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e, h_vt- 
(K) †Pqvig¨vb, fBm †Pqvig¨vb I gwnjv m`m¨ wbe©vPb I ZrmsµvšÍ Kvh©vejx; 
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(L) wbe©vPb UªvBey¨bvj I Avcxj UªvBey¨bvj wb‡qvM, Dnv‡`i ÿgZv, wbe©vPbx `iLv Í¯ `vwLj Ges wbe©vPbx we‡iva wb®úwË msµvšÍ 
welqvw`|Ó| 
19| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 67 Gi ms‡kvab|- D³ AvBb Gi aviv 67 Gi Dc-aviv (3) G DwjøwLZ ÒWvK‡hv‡M †cÖiY 
Kwiqv ev Zvnvi evm ’¯vb evÓ kã¸wji cwie‡Z© ÒWvK‡hv‡M †cÖiY Kwiqv A_ev Zvnvi cwiev‡ii †Kvb m`m¨‡K cÖ` vb Kwiqv ev Zvnvi 
evm ’¯vb evÓ kã¸wj cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e| 
20| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi aviv 68 Gi ci bZzb aviv 68K, 68L I 68M Gi ms‡hvRb|- D³ AvBb Gi aviv 68 Gi ci 
wb¤œiƒc wZbwU bZzb aviv h_vµ‡g 68K, 68L I 68M ms‡hvwRZ nB‡e, h_v t- 
 
Ò68K| bvMwiK mb` cÖKvk|- (1) GB AvB‡bi Aaxb MwVZ cÖwZwU Dc‡Rjv wba©vwiZ c×wZ Abymibc~e©K wewfbœ cÖKv‡ii bvMwiK †mev 
cÖ` v‡bi weeiY, †mev cÖ`v‡bi kZ©mg~n Ges wbw`©ó mgqmxgvi g‡a¨ †mev cÖ`vb wbwðZ Kwievi weeiY cÖKvk Kwi‡e hvnv bvMwiK mb` 
(Citizen Charter) ewjqv AwfwnZ nB‡e| 
(2) miKvi cwil‡`i Rb¨ Av`k© bvMwiK mb` msµvšÍ wb‡`©wkKv cÖYqb Kwi‡e| 
(3) bvMwiK mb` msµvšÍ wb‡`©wkKv cÖYq‡b wb¤œewb©Z welqmn Ab¨vb¨ welq AšÍf©~³ _vwK‡e, h_v t- 
(K) cwil` cÖ`Ë cÖwZwU †mevi wbf©yj I ¯^”Q weeiY; 
(L) cwil` cÖ`Ë †mev mg~‡ni g~j¨; 
(M) †mev MÖnY I `vwe msµvšÍ †hvM¨Zv I cÖwµqv; 
 
(N) †mev cÖ`v‡bi wbw`©ó mgqmxgv; 
(O) †mev msµvšÍ wel‡q bvMwiK‡`i `vwqZ¡; 
(P) †mev cÖ`v‡bi wbðqZv; 
(Q) †mev cÖ`vb msµvšÍ Awf‡hvM wb®úwËi cÖwµqv| 
68L| DbœZZi Z_¨ cÖhyw³i e¨envi I mykvmb|- (1) cÖ‡Z¨K Dc‡Rjv cwil` mykvmb wbwðZ Kwievi j‡ÿ¨ wbw`©ó mgqmxgvi 
g‡a¨ DbœZZi Z_¨ cÖhyw³ e¨envi Kwi‡e| 
(2) Dc-aviv (1) Gi D‡Ïk¨ c~iYK‡í miKvi Avw_©K I KvwiMwi mvnvh¨mn Ab¨vb¨ mnvqZv cÖ`vb Kwi‡e| 
(3) Dc‡Rjv cwil` bvMwiK mb‡` ewY©Z AvaywbK †mev msµvšÍ welqmn miKvixfv‡e cÖ`Ë mKj †mevi weeiY DbœZZi Z_¨ 
cÖhyw³i gva¨‡g bvMwiK‡`i ÁvZ Kwievi e¨e ’¯v Kwi‡e| 
68M| Z_¨ cÖvwßi AwaKvi|- (1) Z_¨ AwaKvi AvBb, 2009 (2009 m‡bi 20 bs AvBb) Gi weavbvejx mv‡c‡ÿ, evsjv‡`‡ki 
†h †Kvb bvMwi‡Ki Dc‡Rjv msµvšÍ †h †Kvb Z_¨, wba©vwiZ c×wZ‡Z, cÖvwßi AwaKvi _wK‡e| 
(2) miKvi, mvaviY ev we‡kl Av‡`k Øviv, GjvKvi Rbmvavi‡Yi wbKU mieivn †hvM¨ Z_¨vw`i GKwU ZvwjKv cÖKv‡ki Rb¨ 
Dc‡Rjv cwil`‡K Av‡`k cÖ`vb Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e|Ó| 
21| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi wØZxq Zdwm‡ji ms‡kvab|- D³ AvBb Gi wØZxq Zdwm‡ji µwgK (12) G DwjøwLZ ÒwbKUÓ 
kãwUi c‡i Ò†Pqvig¨vb KZ©„KÓ kãwU mwbœ‡ewkZ nB‡e| 
22| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi Z…Zxq Zdwmj Gi ms‡kvab|- D³ AvBb Gi Z…Zxq Zdwmj Gi- 
(K) wk‡ivbv‡g DwjøwLZ Òn Í¯všÍi‡hvM¨Ó kãwUi cwie‡Z© Òn Í¯všÍwiZÓ kãwU cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e; 
(L) D³ Zdwm‡ji wewfbœ ¯’v‡b DwjøwLZ Ò_vbvÓ kãwUi cwie‡Z©, me©Î ÒDc‡RjvÓ kãwU cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e; 
(M) µwgK 3 G DwjøwLZ Ògrm I cïm¤ú`Ó kã¸wji cwie‡Z© Ògrm I cÖvwYm¤ú`Ó kã¸wj cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e; 
(N) µwgK 6 Gi cwie‡Z© wb¤œiƒc µwgK 6 cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e, h_v t- 
Ò6| cÖv_wgK I MYwkÿv gš¿Yvjq cÖv_wgK wkÿv Awa`ß‡ii Awab¯’ Dc‡Rjv wkÿv Kg©KZ©v/Zuvi Aaxb¯’ Kg©PvixMY Ges Zv‡`i 
Kvh©vejx|Ó; 
(O) µwgK 7 Gi - 
(A) Dc µwgK (1) G DwjøwLZ ÒBwÄwbqviÓ kãwUi cwie‡Z© ÒcÖ‡K․kjxÓ kãwU cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e; 
(Av) Dc µwgK (2) G DwjøwLZ ÒDc-mnKvixÓ kãwUi cwie‡Z© ÒmnKvix/Dc-mnKvixÓ kã¸wj I wPý cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e; 
      (B)Dc µwgK (2) Gi ci wb¤œiƒc bZzb Dc-µwgK (3) I (4) ms‡hvwRZ nB‡e, h_v t 
Ò(3) evsjv‡`k cjøx Dbœqb †ev‡W©i Aaxb ’¯ Dc‡Rjv cjøx Dbœqb Kg©KZ©v I Zuvi Aaxb ’¯ Kg©KZ©v/Kg©Pvix Ges Zv‡`i Kvh©vejx| 
(4) mgevq Awa`ß‡ii Aaxb ’¯ Dc‡Rjv mgevq Kg©KZ©v I Zuvi Aaxb ’¯ Kg©KZ©v/Kg©Pvix Ges Zv‡`i Kvh©vejx|Ó; 
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(P) µwgK 10 Gi ci wb¤œiƒc bZzb µwgK 11 I 12 ms‡hvwRZ nB‡e, h_v t- 
Ò11| wkÿv gš¿Yvjq 
gva¨wgK I D”P wkÿv Awa`ß‡ii Aaxb¯’ Dc‡Rjv gva¨wgK wkÿv (gva¨wgK wkÿv, KvwiMwi wkÿv I gv ª`vmv wkÿv) Kg©KZ©v/Kg©Pvix 
Ges Zv‡`i Kvh©vejx| 
12| cwi‡ek I eb gš¿Yvjq  
cwi‡ek Awa`ßi I eb Awa`ß‡ii Aaxb¯’ Dc‡Rjv Kg©KZ©v/Kg©Pvix Ges Zv‡`i Kvh©vejx|Ó 
23| 1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb Gi PZz_© Zdwmj Gi ms‡kvab|- D³ AvBb Gi PZz_© Zdwm‡ji µwgK 8 G DwjøwLZ ÒDc‡Rjv 
GjvKvfy³ m¤úwË n Í¯všÍi eve` Av`vqK…Z †iwR‡÷ªkb wd‡miÓ kã¸wji cwie‡Z© ÒDc‡Rjv GjvKvfz³ ¯’vei m¤úwË n Í¯všÍi Ki 
eve` Av‡qiÓ kã¸wj cÖwZ¯’vwcZ nB‡e| 
 
cÖYe PµeZ©x 
AwZwi³ mwPi (AvBwcG) 
 
‡gvnv¤§` RvwKi †nv‡mb (Dc-mwPe), Dc-cwiPvjK, evsjv‡`k miKvix gy`ªvYvjq, XvKv KZ©„K gyw`ªZ| 
Avãyi iwk` (Dc-mwPe), Dc-cwiPvjK, evsjv‡`k dig I cÖKvkbv Awdm, 
†ZRMuvI, XvKv KZ©„K cÖKvwkZ| web site: www.bgpress.gov.bd 
MYcÖRvZš¿x evsjv‡`k miKvi 
¯’vbxq miKvi, cjøx Dbœqb I mgevq gš¿Yvjq 
¯’vbxq miKvi wefvM 
Dc‡Rjv-2 kvLv 
cÖÁvcb 
ZvwiL : 22.3.2010Bs/ 8.12.1416evs 
 
Gm.Avi.I bs-85 AvBb/2010| Dc‡Rjv cwil` AvBb, 1998 (1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb) Gi aviv 63 G cÖ` Ë ÿgZve‡j miKvi 
wb¤œiƒc wewagvjv cÖYqb Kwij, h_vt- 
 
1| mswÿß wk‡ivbvg| - (1) GB wewagvjv Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i †Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨vb (`vwqZ¡, KZ©e¨ I Avw_©K myweav) wewagvjv, 
2010 bv‡g AwfwnZ nB‡e| 
 
2| msÁv|- welq ev cÖm‡½i cwicwš’ wKQz bv _vwK‡j, GB wewagvjvq- 
(1) ÔAvBbÕ A_© Dc‡Rjv cwil` AvBb, 1998 (1998 mv‡bi 24 bs AvBb) (2009 mv‡bi 27 bs AvBb Øviv cybtcÖPwjZ I 
ms‡kvwaZ); 
(2) Ô†Pqvig¨vbÕ A_© Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i †Pqvig¨vb; 
(3) ÔavivÕ A_© Dc‡Rjv cwil` AvBb, 1998 Gi †Kvb aviv; 
(4) Ôcwil`Õ A_© Dc‡Rjv cwil` AvBb, 1998 (1998 mv‡bi 24 bs AvBb) (2009 mv‡bi 27 bs AvBb Øviv cybtcÖPwjZ I 
ms‡kvwaZ) Gi aviv 6 Abyhvqx MwVZ Dc‡Rjv cwil`; 
(5) ÔfvBm †Pqvig¨vbÕ A_© AvB‡bi aviv 6 Gi Dc-aviv (1) Gi `dv (L) †Z ewY©Z Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i fvBm †Pqvig¨vb| 
 
3| Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i †Pqvig¨v‡bi `vwqZ¡ I KZ©e¨|- AvB‡bi weavbvejx‡K ÿzbœ bv Kwiqv †Pqvig¨vb wb¤œewY©Z `vwqZ¡ I KZ©e¨ cvjb 
Kwi‡e, h_vt- 
(1) cwil‡`i •`bw›`b cÖkvmwbK KvR cwiPvjbv Kwi‡eb; 
(2) cwil‡`i mKj mfvq mfvcwZZ¡ Kwi‡eb Ges Dnv‡Z M„nxZ wm×všÍ ev¯Íevq‡bi j‡ÿ¨ h_vh_ e¨e ’¯v MÖnY Kwi‡eb; 
(3) cwil‡`i Kg©KZ©v Kg©Pvix‡`i ZË¡veavb Kwi‡eb; 
(4) cwil‡` b¨¯ÍK…Z ev †cÖl‡Y wbhy³ Kg©KZ©v-Kg©Pvix e¨ZxZ, cwil‡`i Kg©KZ©v-Kg©Pvix wb‡qvM I Zvnv‡`i weiæ‡×, cÖ‡qvR‡b, 
k„•Ljvg~jK e¨e ’¯v MÖnY Kwi‡Z cvwi‡eb; 
(5) cwil‡`i wewfbœ Kvh©vejx msµvšÍ cÖ¯Íve Ges cÖKí, cwil‡`i c‡ÿ, cÖ¯‘Z Kwievi j‡ÿ¨ c`‡ÿc MÖnY Kwi‡eb; 
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(6) aviv 3 Gi Aaxb †NvwlZ Dc‡Rjv msµvšÍ hveZxq Z_¨vw` msiÿY Kwi‡eb; 
(7) aviv 30 Gi weavb mv‡c‡ÿ cwil‡`i bv‡g m¤úvw`Z mKj Pzw³ ¯^vÿi Kwi‡eb Ges GKB avivi Dc-aviv (2) Ges (3) Gi 
weavi Abymv‡i h_vh_ e¨e ’¯v MÖnY Kwi‡eb; 
(8) aviv 44 Ges PZz_© Zdwmj Gi µwgK 6 Gi weavb mv‡c‡ÿ cwil‡`i AvIZvaxb wewfbœ e¨emv, e„wË I †ckvi Dci cwil` 
KZ©„K cÖ‡`q jvB‡mÝ I cviwgU Bmy¨ Kwi‡eb; 
(9) aviv 49 Ges cÂg Zdwm‡ji weavb mv‡c‡ÿ GB AvB‡bi Aaxb Aciva msµvšÍ †Kvb Awf‡hvM cÖZ¨vnvi ev Awfhy³ e¨w³i 
mwnZ Av‡cvl wb®úwËi j‡ÿ¨ AvBbvbyM e¨e ’¯v MÖnY Kwi‡eb; 
(10) aviv 65 Gi weavb mv‡c‡ÿ miKvi KZ©„K, mgq mgq Awc©Z mKj ev †h †Kvb Kvh© m¤úv`b Kwi‡eb; 
(11) aviv 66 Gi weavb ev Í¯evq‡bi j‡ÿ¨ cwil‡`i c‡ÿ gvgjv `v‡qi Ges cwiPvjbv Kwievi j‡ÿ¨ h_vh_ e¨e ’¯v MÖnY 
Kwi‡eb; 
(12) AvB‡bi wØZxq Zdwm‡j wba©vwiZ cwil‡`i Kvh©vejx ev Í¯evqb, ev Í¯evwqZ I ev¯Íevqbvaxb Kvh©vw`i AMÖMwZ ch©v‡jvPbv Ges 
fvBm †Pqvg¨vb‡`i Dci b¨ Í¯K…Z `vwqZ¡ Z`viwK I gwbUi Kwi‡eb; 
(13) GB AvB‡bi Aax‡b Zuvnvi Dci Awc©Z mKj ev †h †Kvb `vwqZ¡ cvjb Kwi‡eb| 
 
 
 
 
4| Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i fvBm †Pqvig¨v‡bi `vwqZ¡ I KZ©e¨|- AvB‡bi weavbvejx‡K ÿzbœ bv Kwiqv fvBm †Pqvig¨v‡bi `vwqZ¡ I KZ©e¨ 
n‡e wb¤œiƒc, h_vt- 
(1) cwil` KZ©„K ÿgZvcÖvß nBqv GK ev GKvwaK ’¯vqx KwgwUi mfvcwZ wnmv‡e `vwqZ¡ cvjb Kwi‡eb Ges mswkøó ¯’vqx KwgwUi 
wm×všÍ ev Í¯evq‡bi j‡ÿ¨ h_vh_ e¨e¯’v MÖnY Kwi‡eb| 
(2) aviv 15 Gi Dcaviv (3) Gi weavb mv‡c‡ÿ †Pqvig¨v‡bi Abycw¯’wZ‡Z cwil‡`i A¯’vqx †Pqvig¨vb wn‡m‡e `vwqZ¡ cvjb 
Kwi‡eb; 
(3) AvB‡bi wØZxq Zdwm‡j wba©vwiZ wewfbœ `vwqZ¡ I Kvh©vejxi ga¨ nB‡Z cwil‡`i wbKU, mg‡q mg‡q, wb¤œewY©Z wel‡q 
cÖ‡qvRbxq cÖ¯Íve †ck ev, †ÿÎgZ, mycvwik cÖ`vb Kwi‡eb, h_vt- 
(K) Dc‡Rjv ch©v‡q wkÿv cÖmv‡ii Rb¨ RbMY‡K DØy×KiY Ges D”P wkÿv welqK Kg©m~wP‡Z mnvqZv cÖ`vb welqK; 
(L) gva¨wgK wkÿv Ges gv ª`vmv wkÿv Kvh©µ‡gi gvb Dbœq‡bi j‡ÿ¨ mswkøó cÖwZôb¸wji Kvh©µg Z`viKx I Dnvw`M‡K mnvqZv 
cÖ` vb welqK; 
(M) AvšÍtBDwbqb ms‡hvMKvix iv Í¯v wbg©vY, †givgZ I iÿYv‡eÿY msµvšÍ; 
(N) fz-Dcwi ’¯ cvwb m¤ú‡`i m‡e©vËg e¨envi wbwðZ Kwievi Rb¨, miKv‡ii wb‡ ©`kbv Abymv‡i, cwil‡` ÿz ª` †mP cÖKí MÖnY I 
ev Í¯evqb msµvšÍ; 
(O) mš¿vm, Rw½ev`, Pzwi, WvKvwZ, †PvivPvjb, gv`K`ªe¨ e¨envi BZ¨vw` Aciva msMwVZ nIqvi weiæ‡× RbgZ m„wómn Ab¨vb¨ 
cÖwZ‡iva msµvšÍ Kvh©µg MÖnY msµvšÍ; 
(P) cwi‡ek msiÿY I Dbœq‡bi j‡ÿ¨ mvgvwRK ebvqbmn Ab¨vb¨ Kvh©µg MÖnY msµvšÍ; 
(Q) hye, µxov I mvs¯‥…wZK Kvh©µ‡gi e¨vcK cÖmvi Ges ev Í¯evq‡bi j‡ÿ¨ cÖ‡qvRbxq mnvqZv cÖ`vb msµvšÍ; 
(R) K…wl I ebR m¤ú` Dbœq‡b Kvh©µg MÖnY I ev Í¯evqb msµvšÍ; 
(S) miKvi ev, †ÿÎgZ, †Pqvig¨vb KZ©„K mywbw`©ófv‡e Zvnvi Dci Awc©Z `vwqZ¡ I Kvh©vejx wb®úbœKiY msµvšÍ| 
 
5| Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i gwnjv fvBm †Pqvig¨v‡bi `vwqZ¡ I KZ©e¨|- AvB‡bi weavbvejx‡K ÿzbœ bv Kwiqv gwnjv fvBm †Pqvig¨v‡bi 
`vwqZ¡ I KZ©e¨ n‡e wb¤œiƒc, h_vt- 
(1) cwil` KZ©„K ÿgZvcÖvß nBqv GK ev GKvwaK ’¯vqx KwgwUi mfvcwZ wnmv‡e `vwqZ¡ cvjb Kwi‡eb Ges mswkøó ¯’vqx KwgwUi 
wm×všÍ ev Í¯evq‡bi j‡ÿ¨ h_vh_ e¨e¯’v MÖnY Kwi‡eb| 
(2) aviv 15 Gi Dcaviv (3) Gi weavb mv‡c‡ÿ †Pqvig¨v‡bi Abycw¯’wZ‡Z cwil‡`i A¯’vqx †Pqvig¨vb wn‡m‡e `vwqZ¡ cvjb 
Kwi‡eb; 
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(3) AvB‡bi wØZxq Zdwm‡j wba©vwiZ wewfbœ `vwqZ¡ I Kvh©vejxi ga¨ nB‡Z cwil‡`i wbKU, mg‡q mg‡q, wb¤œewY©Z wel‡q 
cÖ‡qvRbxq cÖ¯Íve ev, †ÿÎgZ, mycvwik cÖ`vb Kwi‡eb, h_vt- 
(K) ¯^v ’¯¨, cywó, cwievi cwiKíbv I gvZ…g½j †mev wbwðZKi‡Yi j‡ÿ¨ KiYxq e¨e¯’vw` m¤úwK©Z; 
(L) m¨vwb‡Ukb I cqtwb®‥vkb e¨e¯’vw`i DbœwZ mvab Ges my‡cq cvbxq R‡ji mieivn e¨e ’¯v msµvšÍ; 
(M) gwnjv I wkï‡`i mvwe©K Ae ’¯v Dbœq‡bi j‡ÿ¨ KiYxq e¨e ’¯v wPwýZKiYmn cÖ‡qvRbxq mnvqZv cÖ`vb Ges ev Í¯evqb; 
(N) KzwUi I ÿz`ª wkí ’¯vcb I weKv‡ki j‡ÿ¨ Dbœqb cÖKí MÖnY msµvšÍ; 
(O) AvZ¥ Kg©ms ’¯vb m„wó Ges `vwi ª` we‡gvP‡bi Rb¨ wbR D‡`¨v‡M Kg©m~wP MÖnY, ev Í¯evqb Ges GZ`m¤ú‡K© miKvix Kg©m~wP 
ev Í¯evq‡b miKvi‡K mvwe©K mnvqZv cÖ`vb m¤úwK©Z; 
(P) bvix I wkï wbh©vZb, †h․ZK I evj¨ weevn, BZ¨vw` †ivaK‡í Bnvi weiƒc cÖwZwµqv m¤ú‡K© RbgZ m„wómn Ab¨vb¨ 
cÖwZ‡ivag~jK Kvh©µg MÖnY msµvšÍ; 
(Q) Mevw` cï Ges grm¨ m¤ú` Dbœq‡b Kvh©µg MÖnY I ev Í¯evqb msµvšÍ; 
(R) mgevq mwgwZ I †emiKvwi †¯^”Qv‡mex cÖwZôv‡bi KvR Z`viKx Kivmn Dnv‡Z mnvqZv cÖ`vb Ges Dnv‡`i Kv‡R mgš^q mvab 
msµvšÍ; 
(S) mgvR Kj¨vY I RbwnZKig~jK Kg©Kv‡Û AskMÖnYmn D³ Kg©KvÛ ev Í¯evqbK‡í KiYxq e¨e ’¯vw` wPwýZKiY msµvšÍ; 
 
 
 
 
6| Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i †Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨v‡bi cÖvc¨ Avw_©K myweavw`|- (1) †Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨v‡bi Avw_©K myweavw` 
nB‡e wb¤œiƒc, h_vt- 
(K) m¤§vbx fvZvt- 
(A) †Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨v‡bi gvwmK m¤§vbx fvZvi nvi nB‡e wb¤œiƒc, h_vt- 
c‡`i bvg m¤§vbxi cwigvb 
(A¼/ K_vq) 
†Pqvig¨vb  10,000/- (`k nvRvi UvKv gvÎ) 
fvBm †Pqvig¨vb 7,500/- (mvZ nvRvi cuvPkZ UvKv gvÎ) 
 
 
(Av) †Pqvig¨vb ev †Kvb fvBm †Pqvig¨vb †d․R`vix Aciv‡a Awfhy³ nB‡j, GZ`m¤úwK©Z AvB‡bi weavbvejx mv‡c‡ÿ, wZwb D³ 
mg‡qi m¤§vwb fvZv D‡Ëvjb Kwi‡Z cvwi‡eb bvt 
Z‡e kZ© _v‡K †h, †Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨vb Zvnvi weiƒ‡× AvbxZ Awf‡hvM nB‡Z Ae¨vnwZ cvB‡j ev †eKmyi LvjvmcÖvß nB‡j 
wZwb mgy`q A_© e‡Kqv wn‡m‡e D‡Ëvjb Kwi‡Z cvwi‡eb| 
(L) ågY fvZvt 
†Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨vb miKv‡ii cÖ_g †kÖYxi Kg©KZ©vi Rb¨ cÖ‡hvR¨ wewa-weavb AbymiYµ‡g miKvi wba©vwiZ nv‡i ågY fvZv 
cÖvc¨ nB‡eb| 
(M) Kvh©fvi fvZvt- 
‡Pqvg¨v‡bi Abycw¯’wZi Kvi‡Y A ’¯vqx †Pqvig¨vb `vwqZ¡ fvZv wn‡m‡e cÖ_g Qq gv‡mi Rb¨ gvwmK 1000/- (GK nvRvi) UvKv nv‡i Ges 
cieZ©x mg‡qi Rb¨ gvwmK 500/- (cuvPkZ) UvKv nv‡i Kvh©fvi fvZv cÖvc¨ nB‡ebt 
Z‡e kZ© _v‡K †h, Zuvnvi `vwqZ¡Kvj 1 (GK) gv‡mi AwaK bv nB‡j wZwb Kvh©fvi fvZv cÖvc¨ nB‡eb bv| 
(2) miKvi, A_© gš¿Yvj‡qi m¤§wZ mv‡c‡ÿ, mg‡q mg‡q, miKvix Av‡`k Øviv Dc-wewa (1) G ewY©Z gvwmK m¤§vwb fvZv I Kvh©fvi 
fvZvi cwigvb n«vm ev e„w× Kwi‡Z cvwi‡e| 
(7) †Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨v‡bi cÖvc¨ Avw_©K myweavw`i e¨q wbe©vn|- (1) wewa 6 G D‡jøwLZ †Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨v‡bi cÖvc¨ 
Avw_©K myweavw` mswkøó Dc‡Rjv cwil‡`i ivR¯^ Znwej nB‡Z wbe©vn Kiv nB‡e| 
(8) we‡kl weavb|- †Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨vb wbe©vPb cieZ©x Kvh©fvi MÖn‡Yi ZvwiL nB‡Z, cwil‡`i ivR¯^ Znwe‡j A_© _vKv 
mv‡c‡ÿ, GB wewagvjv Kvh©Ki nBevi ZvwiL ch©šÍ wewa 6 wba©vwiZ nv‡i m¤§vwb fvZv e‡Kqv wn‡m‡e D‡Ëvjb Kwi‡Z cvwi‡eb| 
(9) iwnZKiY I †ndvRZ|- (1) GB wewagvjv cÖeZ ©‡bi ms‡M ms‡M BwZc~‡e© RvwiK…Z GZ`msµvšÍ wewa, cwicÎ Ges wb‡ ©`kbvmg~n, 
hw` _v‡K, iwnZ ewjqv MY¨ nB‡e| 
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(2) D³iƒc iwnZKiY ¯^‡Z¡I iwnZK…Z wewa, cwicÎ ev wb‡`©kbvi Av‡jv‡K †Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨vb KZ©„K †Kvb Kvh©vw` m¤úbœ 
Kiv nB‡j ev †Kvb `vwqZ¡ ev †Kvb KZ©e¨ cvjb Kiv nB‡j Dnv GB wewagvjvi AaxbK…Z ev m¤úvw`Z nBqv‡Q ewjqv MY¨ nB‡e| 
 
 
 
 
ivóªcwZi Av‡`kµ‡g 
 
(gbRyi †nv‡mb) 
mwPe 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
‡iwR÷vW© bs wW G-1 
 
  evsjv‡`k             †M‡RU 
 
 
AwZwi³ msL¨v 
KZ©„cÿ KZ©„K cÖKvwkZ 
 
‡mvgevi, ‡g 21, 2012 
 
 
 
MYcÖRvZš¿x evsjv‡`k miKvi 
¯’vbxq miKvi, cjøx Dbœqb I mgevq gš¿Yvjq 
¯’vbxq miKvi wefvM 
Dc‡Rjv-2 kvLv 
cÖÁvcb 
ZvwiL : 22.3.2010Bs 8.12.1416evs 
Gm.Avi.I bs-128 AvBb/2012| Dc‡Rjv cwil` AvBb, 1998 (1998 m‡bi 24 bs AvBb) Gi aviv 63 G cÖ` Ë ÿgZve‡j miKvi 
Dc‡Rjv cwil` †Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨vb (`vwqZ¡ KZ©e¨ I Avw_©K myweav) wewagvjv, 2010 Gi wb¤œiƒc ms‡kvab Kwij, h_vt- 
 
Dcwi-D³ wewagvjvi wewa 6 Gi Dc-wewa (1) Gi `dv (K) Gi Dc-`dv (A) Gi cwie‡Z© wb¤œiƒc Dc-`dv (A) cwZ ’¯vwcZ nB‡e, 
h_vt- 
 
(A) †Pqvig¨vb I fvBm †Pqvig¨v‡bi gvwmK m¤§vbx fvZvi nvi nB‡e wb¤œiƒc, h_vt- 
 
c‡`i bvg m¤§vbxi cwigvb 
(A¼/ K_vq) 
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†Pqvig¨vb  20,500/- (wek nvRvi cuvPkZ UvKv gvÎ) 
fvBm †Pqvig¨vb 14,500/- (‡P․Ï nvRvi cuvPkZ UvKv gvÎ) 
 
 
2| Bnv Awej‡¤^ Kvh©Ki nB‡e| 
 
 
ivóªcwZi Av‡`kµ‡g 
Avey Avjg †gvt kwn` Lvb 
mwPe 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
‡gvt Aveyj evwiK (Dc-mwPe), Dc-cwiPvjK, evsjv‡`k miKvix gy`ªvbvjq, XvKv KZ©„K gyw`ªZ| 
Avãyi iwk` (Dc-mwPe), Dc-cwiPvjK, evsjv‡`k dig I cÖKvkbv Awdm, 
†ZRMuvI, XvKv KZ©„K cÖKvwkZ| web site: www.bgpress.gov.bd 
